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Sedona Transit Project: Final Report

Executive Summary

In March 2003, The Sedona City Council accepted the Sedona Shuttle Feasibility Study
Findings prepared by Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates. The Final Recommended
Plan expanded upon their earlier Fxisting Conditions Report, which suggested that a
shuttle system that services both visitors and residents would be feasible if a combination
of incentives and disincentives were put in place to persuade automobile drivers to switch
to public transit. The Final Recommended Plan defined a continuum of service proposals,
the degree of service to be defined by the level of financial investment.

The Sedona City Council still felt that a clearer picture needed to be established as to how
a desirable service proposal would be financed, implemented, and administered. In
additton, the City Council desired a more in-depth analysis of the community’s level of
support for public transit services relative to different service proposals.

- In October 2003, the City of Sedona entered into an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA)
with Coconino County to lead a Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) that would address
the unresolved questions. Coconino County Transportation Services operates Mountain
Line Transit in Flagstaff, AZ under an IGA with the City of Flagstaff. The City of-Sedona
and Coconino County believed that the 1n51ghts that the County has Uamed in successfully
launching and operating Mountain Llne would be of benefit to the ﬁnal stages of the
Sedona Study.

Coconmo County has been leading the PAC in an examination of the service proposals
put forward in the Nelson\Nygaard Report in the issue areas of funding, fleet, community- -
support and organizational administration. The Transit Plan defined in this report is
consistent with the mission and objectives of the group. The PAC’s diverse spectrum of
. viewpoints has been focused on creating a proposal that meets the percelved needs of the
community. The mission statement of the PAC is:

We will create and present to Council by June 30th, 2004 a transit
implementation plan that has strong community acceptance, long-term
financial viability, provides excellent community linkages, and results in
high ridership. J

The result of the PAC’s visioning process has been the adoption of a “do it well or not at
all,” approach to developing this transit plan. The Nelson\Nygaard Plan has acted as the
foundation for further examination of the unresolved issues. Staff and the PAC feel that"
the identified populations, route stops, and revenue sources are well established and as
-such did not need to be reexamined. Creating a first service phase that does not require
draconian supportive policies to be successful has been of the utmost importance to the
committee. This is reflected in the recommended transit plan contained within this report. .

Proﬁding_thirty-ﬁlinute frequency in order to begin to capture riders of choice is a transit
planning industry standard that was stressed repeatedly in the Nelson\Nygaard Plan.
Attempting to achieve this service benchmark helped drive the evolution of the service
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proposal that follows, The project staff and PAC have chosen to study the experiences of
resort communities such as Jackson Hole, WY, Summit County, and Aspen, CO and Park
City, UT as peers. These are cities that balance recreational and commercial demand .
outside of the National Park setting.

The project staff conducted dozens of personal interviews with interested parties, focus
group meetings with stakeholder groups, a public open house, and a community attitudes
random sample survey. The purpose of these efforts was to test the level of public support
for the concepts and specifics of the proposals being put forward for City Council
consideration. The results of this process are summarized within this report. The public -
input has encouraging, constructive and has greatly added to the makeup of this proposal.
The random sample survey found that 72% of the public is very or somewhat supportive
of the recommended service proposal. (Chapter Seven) ..

Organization of this Report

This recommended Transit Plan develops from a three-phase incremental service
implementation. The PAC is asking the Sedona City Council to adopt this Transit Plan on
June 22, 2004. Thé Plan calls for Phase One to begin operating in approximately twelve
to eighteen month’s time. The plan recommends implementing Phases Two and Three
once specific revenue and performance benchmarks are achieved. In this manner the City
of Sedona is obligated only to provide service that is economically sustainable in the long-
term without placing too great 6f an unknown burden upon the City’s resources.

Chapter One of the report commences with a synopsis of the planning history that has
occurred to date to provide a better context for the current proposal. The Three-Phase
Service Proposal is then laid out in Chapter Two in great detail including routes, operating
times and stops. A detailed Financial Plan follows in Chapter Three that forecasts the
expenses and revenues for implementing and operating the proposed system. These
projections are drawn from the Six-Year Financial Plan spreadsheets, prepared by staff
and included as Appendix D. The financial plan includes a capital plan for purchasing fleet
and related equipment. The financial plan also includes an assessment of the status of the
various funding mechanisms that are potentially available for capital purchases and
operations. Project staff has attempted to clarify this component by beginning applications
for funding, contingent upon City Council’s decision.

Chapter Four of the Transit Plan pnontlzes the administrative optlons that are available to
the City of Sedona and recommends that the creation of a Transit Authority be quickly
examined. Chapter Five provides a staffing plan based upon the recommended
administrative option. Chapter Six summarizes the recommended course of action to
implement the plan in a cost-effective and timely manner. Finally, Chapter Seven
summarizes the public process that has occurred to assist in the formulation of this
recommendation.
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Key Elements of the Service Proposal
Phase One: Commercial District Circulator and commuter service from Cottonvwood

The Uptown Cir_culatorjcomponent is new to this report. The genesis of this concept came
from presentations by a local architect during the early months of 2004. The Uptown
Enhancement Planning Project has been occurring concurrently to this study; the added
focus on traffic circulation within the Uptown 89A/ SR 179 has helped stimulate creative
planning and dialogue. A circulator is loosely defined as a short fixed route service that
operates at a frequency great enough to not warrant a schedule. (typically under ten
minutes) Phase One calis for two buses to operate on the 1.2-mile route between Hillside
Galleries on SR 179 to Tlaquepaque to the north end of 89A in the Uptown Area.

To maximize the use of capital resources, the PAC and project staff are recommending
that the buses be based in the Cottonwood area and be put into revenue service to and
from Cottonwood to Sedona. (The benefits are detailed in Chapter Two, Page 2) This
component will cost-effectively begin to address the mobility issues of the large
Cottonwood-based workforce. The plan recormmends two commuter trips into Sedona
from Cottonwood in the morning and two return trips in the early evening. In addition,
basing the buses in Cottonwood provides easier access to qualified mechanical service,
eliminates deadhead runs, and may reduce land-leasing costs.

Consistent with federal mandates, when fixed. route service is offered within a
municipality, complementary para-transit services must be available to ADA- eligible
clientele. This service boundary is within % of a mile of the Circulator route. The
Cottonwood commuter is officially classified as Intercity and thus excluded. One para-
transit van will be required for this initial area.

Annual Operating Costs are estimated at $489,000.

Key characteristics: :

» In moderate traffic, the Circulator route is a 15-minute roundtnp Two buses
will provide approximately 8-minute frequency. : :

> The buses need to be attractive, convenient, and of medium-sized capamty for
both seated and standing passengers.

- » The buses will be ADA-accessible.

» Cottonwood commuter service will connect with the Cottonwood Area
Transportation System. (CATS) The route will proceed to Uptown Sedona and
then south on SR 179 as far as Poco Diablo before commencing the dedicated

- Circulator route. At the end of the day, the route would be reversed to return to
Cot‘tonwood »
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Serv1ce Hours:
> Circulator 9:00AM to 6:30 PM (with only one bus in service for the first and .
last hour of operations)
> Cottonwood Commuter 7:45AM and 8:45 AM departures from Cottonwood
with retumn service from Sedona departing at 5:30 PM and 6:30 PM.

Fares:
L Clrculator Free
> Cottonwood Service: $2. OO per trip. Monthly passes $40.00,

Supportive Policies:
> Attractive Shelters in Uptown and at Tlaquepaque and Hillside Galleries.
> Real-time next arrival technology at bus shelters.
» Comprehensive parking signage in the corridor
» Long-term parking management strategy

Phase Two: Village of Oak Creek to West Sedona plus additional Cottonwood
Service »

The Nelson\Nygaard report identified the SR 179 corridor between the Village of Oak
Creak (VOC) and Uptown Sedona as being the most desirable service area followed by
the Uptown to West Sedona, Highway 89A corridor. The addition of the circulator route
to the service proposal illuminated the possibility of streamlining service by constructing
one main route. Providing 30-minute frequency throughout this corridor is deemed by the
PAC to be the minimum threshold necessary to be successful. This represents a dramatic
improvement over the minimum service recommendatlon put forth by the Nelson\Nygaard
Plan.

~ As with Phase One, by staging the buses in the Cottonwood area, Phase Two offers
additional commuter service to Sedona-area job centers. Five buses in service will enable

more commuter shifts can be easily accommodated, expanding the potential ridership.

In Phase Two, para-transit services will be provided to all ADA-eligible clients within % |

- mile on either side of the fixed route corridor from West Sedona to VOC. This service will

necessitate the 0perat10n of a second para-transit van.
Total Phase Two Annual Operating Costs are estimated at $1,462,150.

Key Characteristics:
> Three additional buses in operation bring the total to five.
> Route is anchored to the south at Tequa Plaza/ Hilton in VOC and to the West
at Yavapai College/ Cultural Park. '
» The route will enter the Uptown area as far North as Jordan Ave.
> Medium-duty 30ft buses, to provide comfort and accessibility.

Fares:
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» Main route $1.00 per trip and $2.00 all day pass.

> Cottonwood commuter service $2.00 per trip.

> Discounted Sedona/ VOC passes for $30 per month; Cottonwood commuter
passes for $40 per month. -

Hours of Operation
» Main route: 7:30 AM to 7:30 PM
> Circulator: 9:30 AM to 6:30 PM ~
> Cottonwood Commuter: departures at 7:00 AM, 7:30 AM, 8:00 AM, 9:00 AM
and 10:00 AM; Sedona departures: every 30 minutes startmg at 5: 30 PM to
7:30 PM. ‘

Supportlve Policies:
» Additional attractwe shelters at key stops
> Lighted bus stops at other locations
- > Establish parking fees in Uptown Sedona or dedicated funding source.

Phase Three: Oak Creek Canyon and All-Day Cottonwood Service

Phase Three requires that the first two phases of service be well established in order to
create the connectivity necessary to make this component viable. The addition of Qak
Creek Canyon service during Sedona’s visitor high season completes the goal of
comnecting all the major traffic generators and attractions within the region with
convenient and usable operatlons

The PAC concuired with the Nelson\Nygaard Plan that service is only viable within the
high months of late February through October. This Transit Plan recommends that service
should run from the municipal parking lot area of Uptown Sedona to West Fork trailhead
on Highway 89A. There is insufficient demand to extend the service further up the
Canyon, and the added route length would require additional vehicles to mamtaln the
desired frequency

Phase Three also mcludes the addition of mid-day commuter service between Cottonwood
and Sedona. The Transit Plan recommends that a 16-passenger cutaway-van vehicle )
would be sufficient to service this route. Two-way traffic on this route becomes viable

once the VOC/ West Sedona route is well established and residents become comfortable

relying upon transit to accomplish errands such as medical visits.

The expansion to Phase Three has minimal implications to para-transit demand levels due
to the small number of permanent residents residing within Oak Creek Canyon.

Total Phase Three annual operating costs are estimated at $1,977,534.
Key Characteristics:

> Two additional 30 foot low floor buses for Oak Creek Canyon Service.
> Thirty-minute frequency for the Oak Creek Canyon Service.
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Canyon service from Uptown Sedona to West Fork Trail.

One additional 20-foot cutaway van for mid-day Cottonwood to Sedona
service. .

One-hour frequency for mid-day Cottonwood service.

Route to run from downtown Cottonwood to tlmed-transfer point with VOC/
‘West Sedona Route at the Cultural Park.

YV VYY

Hours of Operations:
> Oak Creek Canyon 9:00 AM to 7:00 PM
. » Mid-day Cottonwood Sedona Service 11:00 AM to 4:30 PM. Departures from
Cottonwood on the hour, departures from West Sedona at 30 minutes after the
hour.

‘Fares:
» Qak Creek Canyon $1 per tnp and $2 all day pass.
> Cottonwood to Sedona service: $2 per trip includes transfer to vOoC/ West
~ Sedona route. :

Supportive Policies: ' _
> Right of Way improvements within Qak Creek Canyon to safely accommodate
bus pullout and merging movements.
> USFS cooperation and support to build proper shelters and signage.
> More extensive parking management within the Canyon.

Financial Plan

Launching and running the proposed system will require substantial capital and operating
funds. Of the two categories, securing funding for capital is typically more easily
accomplished; the federal government has several well-funded revenue streams for capital
equipment procurement.

Phase One: o .
Phase One’s capital requirements are $965,000, of which over 80% is forecasted to come
from the following federal programs: line items within the reauthorization of the
transportation bill; Section 5309 earmarks; and Section 5311 Capital funding. As
indicated earlier, staff has applied for Section 5311 funding for FY 2005 and at the time of
this report a verbal confirmation has been received from ADOT that $285,000 will be
available for capital purchases next year.

The Phase One annual operating expenses of $489,000 could be funded primarily from the
City of Sedona General fund with support from Section 5311 funding for rural transit
systems and Yavapai County. At the time of this writing, ADOT has committed to
$88,000 in operating and management assistance for the FY 2005 implementation year.
-This is indicative of the levels of support Sedona can expect to receive for the Phase One.
Yavapai County has provided the City with confirmation of intent to financially assist the
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Cottonwood to Sedona service, which lies within Yavapai County. The City’s exposure
would be a maximum of $360,000; the exact figure is dependent upon the level of support
from Yavapai County.

This report identifies the securing of $500,000 from either Section 5309 or Re-
authorization as the necessary benchmark to begin implementation of Phase One
operations. -

Phase Two: ' .
The additional capital requirements to operate Phase Two are estimated at $1,854,758.

Staff and the PAC have submitted a $5,780,000 Five Year Capital Plan to Sedona’s
Congressional Representative. At the time of this report, a $2,800,000 line item for buses
and related equipment is contained within the House version of the Tramsportation
Reauthorization Bill. While the future of this line item is by no means certain, it is a
positive step in securing the federal commitments necessary to fund the system. These
funds are allocated on an 80% federal/ 20% local match ratio. The Financial Plan,
contained in Chapter Three, groups the federal funding sources into either Section 5309
{which also includes reauthorization line items), or Section 5311. The local match portion
is being identified as City of Sedona General/ Capital fund, though contributions from
other local agencies and entities would be applicable. ‘

The additional capital requirements to launch Phase Two include five medium-sized
transit buses (two vehicles are required as reserve fleet) and one paratransit vehicle.
Including shelters and signage the estimated expénse is $1,854,758. The majority of the
required revenue can be expected from Sections 5309, while the remainder would come
from the Section 53 09 program and local sources. :

The PAC recommends that a dedicated funding source be put in place in order to provide -

long-term contributions towards the $1,462,150 annual operating expenses of Phase Two.

Phase Two operations begin to generate significant fare revenues of approximately

$146,000 per annum and Section 5311 funding can be anticipated to rise to over $300,000

per annum. The PAC concurs with the Nelson\Nygaard recommendation that parking fees
~be considered for on street spots along 89A in the Uptown area.

The previous report concluded that a §1 per hour parking fee for convenience parking on
Highway 89A in the Uptown district, would net $347,000 annually. On street metered
parking in this area could stimulate parking turnover, helping businesses in that district
and providing as an incentive to use of the free municipal lot. Even with this dedicated
funding source pro grammed into the budgets, the remaining obligation to the City of
Sedona is approximately $655,000 per year. This figure does not include the still to be
determined Yavapai County contribution, which could be in the range of $200,000 per
year as much of the expanded service lies within Yavapai County.

This report identifies the appropriation of $1,100,000 of Federal funds fér Capital and the
programming of a dedicated funding source of at least $347,000 per annum as being
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financial benchmarks for launching Phase Two. The ridership benchmark is the 115,634
" forecasted in Appendix A. '

Phase Three:

Phase Three would require the addition of three buses (one reserve vehicle), one cutaway
van, and additional shelters and signage at an estimated cost of $1,066,389. Section 5311
can reasonably be counted upon to fund the purchase of the cutaway van to be used for
dedicated intercity- service between Cottonwood and Sedona. Section 5309 is the most
likely revenue source for the remainder of the capital requirements. The Five-Year Capital
Plan recommends that a transit facility be built at or before the time that Phase Three is
launched. ‘ \

The additional operating expenses of Phase Three would total just under $500,000 per
year. It is estimated that the available funds from Section 5311, which is a limited pool of
money already stretched thin, would only marginally increase by $50,000 to $75,000 per
year. In order for Phase Three to come online, financial support from the USFS and
additional dedicated funding sources would have to be secured.

This report identifies the appropriation of $895,000 of additional Federal Sections 5309
and 5311 for Capital, and the additional operating revenue contributions of at least
$250,000 per annum as being the financial benchmarks for launching Phase Three service.
The ridership target is 276,345 annual trips, as forecasted in Appendix A.

Administrative Structure

Many questions remained after the acceptance of the Nelson\Nygaard report as to the
preferred method of administering and operating the system. The PAC is recommending
. that the most desirable structure appears to be a Transit Authority. Coconino County has
contracted with Charlier Associates to conduct a Transit Authority Implementation Study
to determine if the potential benefits exist and to evaluate the necessary steps that would
have to be taken to put such a political entity into place. ‘

The proposed transit service crosses many jurisdictions including Yavapai and Coconino
Counties, the City of Sedona and the City of Cottonwood. A Transit Authority may
improve the coordination between these different agencies. Coconino County
Transportation Services is already designated recipient of FTA funds, and as such, has
more autonomy and some additional access to funding. This accreditation could be
transferred to a Transit Authority if they decide to participate. The creation of a Transit .
Authority could allow the City of Sedona to avoid taking on further liability risks and the
burden of additional staff. If the Transit Authority were to include other transit operations,
such as the City of Flagstaff and Northern Arizona University, staffing and administration
economies of scale may be realized. At the time of this report, all three entities are open to
studying the ramifications of such a move and a report is expected in late August 2004.
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If a Transit Authority is deemed to be unfeasible, the City of Sedona may explore, 1n order
of attractiveness, signing an IGA with Coconino County for administrative oversight and
possibly operations, or operate the service in-house.

_Regardless of how the system may be administered, it is recommended that a Request for
Proposals (RFP) be released for operating the service. As is the case with many
municipalities, administration, planning, and capital procurement for the transit system -
would still rest with a representative government authority. Day-to-day operations could
be contracted out to the private sector. An RFP would provide a definitive figures on the
costs of operating such a system. The City of Sedona can then weigh the costs and
benefits of contracting out the operations and make an informed-decision.

Benefits of this Plan

* The incremental service proposal recommended in this report offers many benefits to the
area’s residents and the City of Sedona.

Phase One:
« High ridership numbers can be expected creating community support
» Eliminates short car trips within the corridor, reducing congestlon at the “Y™;
+ Economic generator for businesses by increasing the convenience of access;
. Prov1des improved access to jobs helping both employees and employers
«" An attractive amenity for enhancing the visitor experience; -
+ Creates a platform of success to build upon in the future.

Phase Two:
= Excellent service through out the corridor;
» Improved use of resources relative to previous proposals;
* Conveniently services transit-dependent residents and visitors alike;
» Services the mobility needs of employees and employers within the region;
= Attractive enough to entice riders of choice who have access to vehicles.

Phase Three: :
« Completes goal to prov1de service between major tourlst generators and attractlons
within the region;
» Helps address ‘environmental issues at trailheads and attractions within the
Canyon; |
- Improves safety for both pedestrian and vehlcular traffic within the Canyon;
* ' Provides convenient regional access to job centers and services.

This Transit Plan represents a fiscally responsible approach to implementing a public
transit system in the region in that it recommends that service components not be launched
until revenue benchmarks are secured. If fully implemented, the Transit Plan provides
economical and efficient connéctivity throughout the region. This transit plan.defines both
-the high quality and frequency that the stakeholders and consultants believe are necessary
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in order for the system to be a success. This success is not designed to be dependent upon
the City instituting substantial disincentives that may be publicly contentious.

Public Transit can make a positive impact in mitigating rising traffic congestion issues but
not solve them in the near future. The benefits of providing public transportation go well
beyond traffic congestion. The adoption of this transit plan represents a commitment by
the City to provide viable multi-modal transportation strategies at a time When the region
1s confronting escalatmg mobility issues.
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Background

This document is the culmination of over five years of dialogue and study undertaken by
the community of Sedona. Estabhshmg a public transit system is a large undertaking and '
involves a considerable investment of limited community resources. Sedona has not taken
this task lightly. The City has engaged in a comprehensive discourse to determine if they
are ready, willing, and able to establish a public transit system. This background provides
a context for the current proposal.

Like almost evéry community in Arizona, Sedona has experienced a rapid population
growth in recent decades; however; there is very little opportunity for the arterial road
network to expand to accommodate this growth. This is due to a variety of physical
factors such as the geography, previous development patterns, drainages, and National
Forest Lands. Also at play are social factors of maintaining small town character and

. minimizing the physical impact on the scenic resources.

The results have been predictable, with increasing congestion on SR 179 and 89A. In the
mid-nineties, some residents in the community started to believe that a multimodal
strategy would be essential to maintaining and improving the quality of life. For roughly
20 years a cross-section of concerned residents has convened yearly in what has been
named the Sedona Forums. This think tank focuses on a different pressing issue each
year. The group looks to achieve a consensus finding at the end of the sessmns that
covers vision, pohcy, and action.

~ In back to back years in the mid-nineties the forum tackled community/ USFS relations
followed by transportation issues. The two forums highlighted the desire to implement
transit and resulted in the creation of the Action Coalition for Transportation Solutions.
This dedicated group was, and still continues to be, made up of a diverse group of
citizens spearheaded by two local architects and planners. These individuals and the
subsequent group have been the necessary catalyst to starting and mamtammg the transit-
planning process.

ACTS recognized that Sedona is a different case for public transit in Arizona: the market
is predominantly made up of riders of choice. It is estimated that Sedona receives 2-3
million visitors a year. The only other system that is tourist-based is the Grand Canyon,
which because of the management controls available to a national park is a very different
planning model. ACTS understood that to develop credibility they needed to enlist the
support of recognized experts in the field. It is at this point in the late nineties that the
group was awarded a grant from the Community Transportation Associafion of America.
CTAA contracted David Raphael to examine the Sedona situation. It is important to note
that at that time the movement was strictly citizen-driven. City staff was stretched very

thin and elected officials had yet to prioritize transit high enough to call for action. |
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1998, Vision Report

In October of. 1998 the CTAA produced the vision report entitled, Ensuring a Livable
Future: Transportation and Strategic Vision for the Greater Sedona Community;
Planning the Sedona Shuttle System. The primary purpose of the report was to assess the
conceptual and financial feasibility of using transit to ameliorate growing traffic issues
while expanding mobility options. The report concluded that transit was very feasible and
‘had the potential, when combined with a program of incentives and supportive policies,
to make a strong positive impact on the Sedona experience. The Vision Report promoted
an approach similar to Zion-National Park that prohibits parking within most of the park
and provides instead, high-frequency bus service. ACTS was sensitive to the prevailing
resident’s attitudes towards expanding government services and subsidies. ACTS had the
consultant to examine a model that would be economically self-sustaining. The report
laid out a full-build outsourced system that would require the construction of sizable
intercept parking lots and hefty parking fees.

This report found that in short term, grant funding and City support would be necessary
to establish and operate the system. The report defined a desirable scenarioc whereby
when intercept lots were well established, 1.1 million annual riders could pay fares high
enough to support the system. '

Once the report was published, City staff joined the study and planning effort. An RFP
was released based on the Vision Report recommendations and submissions were
received from two private vendors. The conditions of the resulting bids were deemed not
to be feamble at the time.

2000, The Verde Valley Transit Study

Yavapai County commissioned Lima and Associates to produce a report on establishing -
regional public transit connectivity. The report attempted to quantify the amount of
intercity commuting regularly taking place and make a suitable recommendation for
public transit service, The report found that commuter shuttle service was viable along
three commdors: Cottonwood/ Sedona, Camp Verde/ Cottonwood, and Camp Verde/
Sedona. The report identified that the target ridership was made up of elderly residents,
-and low-wage workers. The report also sug gested testing and supplementing some of the
corridor service with carpool and vanpool services.

2002-2003, The Nelson\Nygaard Transit Feasibility Study and Plan

In 2001, the City of Sedona received an FTA grant through ADOT to contract for a full
feasibility study and recommendation. Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates produced
two reports that synthesmed the needs of the various jurisdictions and resident groups
~ into a cohesive service proposal. The first report was an Existing Conditions Report in
2002 followed by a Final Recommended Plan presented in Spring of 2003. The Existing
Conditions Report provides the comprehensive demographic and visitor analysis to
conclude that public shuttle systems were indeed viable.

Chapter One- Background, Page 2 Coconino County Transportation Services
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The Final Recommended Plan identified in full detail the service corridors, stops, times,
and frequencies. This work is still very visible within the transit plan outlined in this
report. The level and scope of the service proposals were tied to the level of available
investment. Their report clearly defined a minimum service threshold for beginning to
capture the target markets and then prioritizes the service components that can be added
to the base module.

Minimum Operating Service -

o Three buses operating every 30 minutes on a fixed route between VOC and
Uptown.

e One bus running a flex-route between Uptown and Sedona Medical Center in
West Sedona. The route could flex within a % mile eomdor on each side of
39A.

» ADA complementary paratransit service in the fixed route corridor, operated
by Adult. Community Center of Sedona.

Enhanced Service Modules
o (Oak Creek Canyon to Shde Rock
e The addition of 30-minute frequency fixed route between Uptown and West.
Sedona.
¢ Peak and/or all-day service to Cottonwood.

Maximum Plan
e 15 Minute frequency between Cultural Park and VOC _
e Qak Creek Canyon route extended to the Oak Creek Vista on top of the rim.
» Intercept parking at $10 per vehicle and $2 parking fees in Uptown. .

The Plan recommended 20-foot cutaway vans for the fleet. The range of service
components and structure were not constrained by the earlier Vision Report s constraints
of financial self-sustainability. The Nelson\Nygaard Plan recognizes that there are
different paths by which to achieve different levels of success. These paths do not
. necessarily involve broad reaching parking restrictions and parking management.
Nelson\Nygaard conducted parking fee sensitivity analysis to determine if the self-
supporting goal was-feasible. They concluded that daily parking fees of $20 per vehicle at
mtercept lots and $4 per hour in Uptown would be required to accomplish this goal. They
deemed these fees to be unreasonably high and unacceptable to residents and potential
visitors.

The role that peer system evaluations have played in this planning history to date can’t be
overstated. In many cities and regions of Sedona’s size, public transit systems are rare.
Where they do exist, there may be a stigma at play towards transit as being a social
service for the transit-dependent. Therefore, it is a constructive exercise to highlight the
positive experiences . of similar communities to assist the Sedona process.
- Nelson\Nygaard examined systems that are fully contained within National Parks but also
areas that are notable for their sightseeing and recreation opportunities on public
recreation lands, which are integrated with vibrant city activities. These hybrid models
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are forced to balance need for ease of mobility, and respect of individual rights and
traditions, with the desire to manage visitor activity for the greater health of the
community.

Response to the Nelson\Nygaard Reports

This study process and the resulting report brought a new level of legitimacy and
awareness to transit issues in Sedona. Council accepted the report but did not yet feel
comfortable that all the questions had been fully answered to the degree necessary for
them to feel comfortable in launching a public transit system. Specifically, the funding
"questions loomed large. :

. The Section 5311 rural program successfully supports 14 community transit systems in
Arizona; however, all of these systems are serving primarily transit dependent
populations. These systems are operating at the operating match minimum of 50% local
sources. Even the minimum investment proposal in the Recommended Plan Report would
require a greater than 50% local share to operate as the Section 5311 funding pool is
limited. The other identified sources invoived aggressive parking management or
taxation, both of which raised concern amongst decision-makers. City Council and staff
desired a clearer picture of the revenue stream before being able to make an
implementation decision.

IGA with Coconino County

It is within this context whereby the next scope of work still to be accomplished was
defined. With Coconino County’s recent experience of launching Mountain Line Transit
in Flagstaff, the County was a natural source to lend its applied expertise to this project.
The City of Sedona is politically bisected to the east/west by the County Line at roughly
Soldier’s Pass Road and to the north/south through the USFS lands north of Bell Rock.
As such, the County has a clear stake in the transportation issues of the City.

In October of 2003, the City of Sedona signed a one-year IGA with Coconino County to
guide a Planning Advisory Committee through the unresolved issues. The IGA spelled
out the composition on this Committee, which includes representatives of all the agencies
in the jurisdiction. Coconino County Transportation Services has been acting as project
staff for the PAC and has lead the monthly meetings. The PAC’s members bring to the
planning table a broad spectrum of perspectives that has been very constructive in
moving forward towards a Transit Plan with full committee consensus.

The Sedona Transit Planning Advisory Committee:

Sedona City Manager: Fric Levitt

Sedona City Council Members: Mayor Dick Ellis .
‘ : . : Vice-Mayor Tutnick

Coconino County Board of Supervisors: Chairman Matt Ryan

Yavapai County Designee: -~ Mike Willett

Chapter One- Background, Page 4 Coconino County Transportation Services



Sedona Transit Project: Final Report

ADOT District Engineer: Chuck Gillick
ADOT State Transit Team: Bill Sapper
USFS District Ranger: : : Ken Anderson
Cottonwood City Representative: Shirley Scott
Two Citizen Representatives: Helen Knoll
o . : Larry Pack
Northem Arizona Council of Governments: Chus Fetzer
PROJECT STAFF
Coconino County Transportation Director: Jeff Meilbeck
Coconino County Project Manager: . Geoff Cross
City of Sedona Long Range Planner: Michael Raber
City of Sedona Management Assistant: Andy Bertelsen

The PAC has used the Nelson\Nygaard Final Plan as the foundation for discussions. This
committee has made decisions by consensus. The resulting approach is a proposal that
requlres ‘less dramiatic action on the. Clty s behalf in order to successfully commence
service.

The Transit Planning Process has been greatly aided by the concurrent outpouring of
public participation in transportation planning through the SR179 project and the Uptown
Enhancement. The Uptown Enhancement Project was instigated by the turn-back of
Highway 89A from the junction of SR 179 to the north end of Uptown from ADOT to the
. City. Both projects have used a variety of public charrette formats to engage and involve
the community. The result has been an elevation of the level of discourse on
transportation and land-use planning. A multimodal emphasis has been growing, raising
considerable attention to the role of transit in Sedona’s immediate and long-term future.

The fact that this project has been drawn out over several years has some benefits: firstly,
the public support and sensitivity towards transit issues has been growing steadily;
secondly, the design timing of both the SR 179 and Uptown Enhancement Projects

provides an opportunity to integrate transit-friendly 1nfrastructure effectively into the = .

buﬂt environment.

It is W1th111 this context that the PAC and project staff developed the recommended
‘Transit Plan that is defined in subsequent chapters.
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Service Proposal

Defining the measurements of success is essential in evaluating the merits of both a plan
and eventual implementation. The simplest measurement for public transit systems is
ridership. This report uses relatively conservative ridership forecasts and allows for a-
period of acclimatization whereby residents and visitors gradually change their habits and

. ridership growth occurs. Appendix A provides a detailed forecast of ridership and direct
costs associated with each component. For purposes of illustration, Phase One is shown
as commencing in FY 2006 Phase Two in FY 2008, and Phase Three in FY 2010.

The rationale behind the 1mplementat10n order of these phases is relatwely snnple The
PAC desires a launching pomt that is financially manageable, likely to have strong
ridership, and as such minimizes the risk to the City and the taxpayers. An incremental
approach to implementation dictates that the long-term vision for public transit in the
region is broken down into logical phases. These phases are prioritized to provide the
greatest return of ndership for each level of investment in order to build a successful and
sustainable system with strong commuhity support.

,Phase One: Commercml Dlstrlct Circulator w1th Cottonwood
Commuter Service '

Overview

Circulator 7
-The Commercial District Circulator component is new to this report. The genesis of this -
concept came from presentations by a local architect during the early months of 2004.
- The Uptown Enhancement Plarming Project has been occurring concurrently to this
study; the added focus on traffic circulation within the Uptown 89A/ SR 179 has helped
stimulate creative planning and dialogue.

A circulator is Ioosely defined as a short fixed route service that operates at a frequency
great enough to not warrant a schedule (typically less than ten minutes). As is the case
with this proposal, circulators generally run in areas that have a high density of
commercial and pedestrian activity; however, the distance from end to end of the corridor
is outside the comfort range of many pedestrians. Circulator fares are generally
inexpensive or free. The primary objective is to move passengers and even a minimal
charge can act as a significant disincentive. '

Phase One calls for two buses to operate on a 1.2-mile route between Hillside Galleries
on SR 179 to Tlaquepaque to the north end of 89A in the Uptown Area. This area has the
highest concentration of commercial. activity in the region and often suffers from
considerable traffic congestion that acts as a deterrent for some potential visitors. A
circulator is an effective method of confrontmg these issues and adding to the visitor
experience,
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Cottonwood Commuter Service
Buses can be based in the Cottonwood area in order to maximize the use of capital
resources and inexpensively fulfill one of the PAC’s highest priorities. The Sedona
community is becoming increasingly sensitive to the mobility issues of the large
population of workers that reside in Cottonwood for affordable housing. This
“population’s mobility needs can begin to be served by providing two commuter trips into
Sedona from Cottonwood in the morning and two return trips in the early evening. In
addition, basing the buses in Cottonwood provides easier access to qualified mechanical
service, eliminates deadhead runs, and may reduce land-leasing costs for transit facilities.

Paratransit : :

Federal mandates dictate that when fixed route service is offered within a municipality,
complementary paratransit services must be available to ADA- eligible clientele. This
service boundary is within ¥ of mile of the Circulator route. The Cottonwood commuter
is classified as Intercity and thus excluded. One paratransit van will be required for this
initial area to serve an estimated 1000 to 1200 annual curb-to-curb trips.

Choice of Fleet _

A Circulator Route will only be successful if the vehicles in use are comfortable, easily
accessible, attractive, and fun. (A more detailed report on the fleet recommendation is-
included as Appendix B.) Vehicles that are 28 feet to 30 feet in length are-recommended.
This is generally the smallest length available that has two doors, allowing for quick
boarding and alighting. The interior of the vehicle should comfortably accommodate
seated and standing passengers for this short trip. ' .

A trolley design is being considered for the unique character that it provides and for its
proven track record of attracting riders that would otherwise not use public transit.
Sedona’s geographical location and climate influence the fleet choices. Reliability and
ease of service are of utmost concemn, especially with a small fleet. For Phase One the
most reliable and best performing engine design would be powered by clean-diesel. New
generation diesel engines run on low-sulfur fuel and produce a small fraction of the
particulates of previous designs. An electric-hybrid is the most attractive choice for the
PAC but has not yet been tested and proven in a hilly setting and extreme climate such as
Sedona. Several large transit systems at sea level are using hybrid buses as a portion of
their fleet with great success. This technology is on the cusp of being a viable choice for
Sedona and may be proven in time for Phase Two applications.

Annual Operating Costs are estimated at $489,000.
Key Characteristics of Phase One:
Circuilator

> Two buses will operate on a fixed route between the Hillside Galleries on SR
179 to the north end of Uptown Sedona. '
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> The frequency of service will be approximately every 8 minutes from 10 AM
to 5:30 PM, and every 15 minutes from 9 AM to 10 AM and 5:30 PM to 6:30
PM.(when only one bus is servicing the route)

Cottonwood Commuter ‘

> Departures from Central Cottonwood, connectlng with CATS at 7:45 AM and
8:45 AM.

> The route will provide limited stops on demand, along Highway 89A in West

' Sedona, enter Uptown and then proceed down SR 179 as far south as the

Radisson Poco Diablo Resort.

> At 5:30 PM and 6:30 PM the routes would be reversed, commencmg at Poco
Diablo and ﬁmshmg in Cottonwood.

Paratransit Services - ,
». Service will be available to ADA-eligible clientele residing in the Uptown
Sedona residential areas.
» One paratransit van.
> Trips must be booked 24 hours in advance.

Service Hours:
: Circulator 9:00 AM to 6:30 PM (with only one bus in service for the first and

last hour of operations)

Cottonwood Commuter 7:45 AM and 8:45 AM departurcs from Cottonwood

with return service from Sedona departing at 5:30 PM and 6:30 PM.

Paratransit service must operate the same hours as the fixed-route Circulator-

9:00 AM to 6:30 PM daily.

Seven days a week, 361 days a year.

v V¥V Y Y

Fares: _ : )
Circulator: Free
Cottonwood Service: $2.00 per trip. Monthly passes $40.00.

Paratransit: $2.00 per trip.

Y V¥V

The estimated annual rzdersth for Phase One is 115, 634 by the second year of
operatzon

Benefits: '
» High ridership numbers can be anticipated for the Circulator that is operating
in a very visible area, helping to foster community support for public transit;
> Eliminates many of the short car trips that occur within the corridor between’
shopping areas. This reduces the congestlon at the “Y” benefiting riders and
drivers ahke.
- > Acts as an economic generator for businesses by increasing the convenience
of access for riders and drivers alike;
> Becomes an attractive amenity, enhancing the overall visitor experience which
- is.currently negatively impacted by traffic congestion and parking issues;
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» Provides inexpensive access to service jobs for the Cottonwood-based
workforce;

» Helps employers attract and retain a dependable workforce;

> Creates a platform of success to build upon in the future phases. -

Supportive Policies

> Attractive Shelters in Uptown and at Tlaguepaque and Hillside Galleries that
' complement the character of this district
Real-time next arrival technology at bus shelters. (explained below)
Comprehensive parking signage in the corridor to aid in orientation.
Long-term parking management strategy to accommodate growth in demand
and potentlally to provide dependable funding.

\vvv

Intelligent Transportanons Systems (ITS) are buzzwords in the industry referring to a -
range of information technology advancements that aid ridership. Nelson\Nygaard
recommended the use of next-bus technology that provides a potential rider with real-
time arrival information. This system uses cellular GPS technology to cost-effectively
improve ridership. Next bus systems are being used in several Colorado municipalities to
 great effects. Readily available arrival information allows riders to efficiently use their
time and plan their trips, effectively eliminating one of the biggest deterrents for potential
riders. Visitors need the immediate assurance that using the bus is predictable and quick.

The current generation of this technology costs approximately $2,500 per bus for
installation and $30,000 in annual system operation. This decision could result in a high
return on the investment in terms of ridership numbers. For these reasonms, it is
recommended that system be incorporated into all three phases of the Transit Plan,

The benefits of stdging the buses in Cotfonwood

The vast majority of commuter traffic in this corridor originates in Cottonwood. By
eliminating deadhead trips, (trips without passengers) from Sedona to Cottonwood each
morning and reversed in the evening, operating costs are much lower compared to staging in
Sedona. These savings are substantial over the course of a year.

For Phase One: 2 buses x 30 mmutes/mp x 2 trips a day x 360 days a year x $55. 00 per
Vehicle Service Hour = $39,600 /year ‘

For Phase Two: 5 buses x 30 min/trip x 2 tlpfday X 360 days a year x $55.00 per Vehicle
service= $99,000 /year

Currently, the closest qualified mechanical service is in Cottonwood. When the time, cost,
and the inconvenience of regularly delivering buses for servicing and maintenance is factored
into the equation, the financial advantages of staging in Cottonwood are substantial.
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Phase Two: Village of Oak Creek to West Sedona plus additional
Cottonwood Service

The VOC to West Sedona route is the core of this Transit Plan and thus referred to as the
Main Route. Creating public transit commectivity within this corridor has been the primary
mission of transit advocates in the region. The Nelson/Nygaard Plan laid out the
preferred bus stops within this corridor. There are only a few adaptations to that list in
this Transit Plan. This detailed description is included as Appendix C.

Main Route- VOC to West Sedona

The Nelson\Nygaard report identified the SR 179 corridor between the Village of Oak
Creak (VOC) and Uptown Sedona as being the most desirable service arca followed by
the Uptown to West Sedona, Highway 89A corridor. The majority of commercial activity
and lodging facilities exist adjacent to these routes. Sedona’s residential density is
relatively low; however, most of the multifamily and less expensive properties that do
exist are located m-close proximity to this corridor. These residents tend to have a much
higher propensﬂy to use pubhc transnt

The Nelson/Nygaard Plan recommended starting a transit system with two distinet routes.
connecting in the Uptown area. The addition of the circulator route to the service
proposal illuminated the possibility of streamlining service by constructing one main
route. The PAC had deemed that prov1dmcr 30-minute frequency throughout this corridor
1s the minimum threshold necessary to gain successful ridership numbers.

This change represents a dramatic improvement over the minimum service
recommendation contained within the Nelson\Nygaard Plan. The minimum service level
proposed using four buses to provide 30 minute service between VOC and Uptown and
hourly service to West Sedona from Uptown. In that design, riders would be forced to
make a transfer to complete their trip. With varying frequencies between routes, this
would have resulted in long dwell times. Forced transfers and dwell times have a huge

 effect on ridership, especially amongst the riders of choice. Studies have shown that

incorporating a transfer into a regular route result in a 50% or more reduction in riders of
choice demographic.

The Nelson/Nygaard Plan called for intercept lots in West Sedona at the Cultural Park/
Yavapai College site and south of VOC at the Woods Canyon site. These intercept lots
~ are intended to be used by day visitors as convenient places to park and ride the transit
system. The USFS is considering this site for a new visitor center that would act as a
gateway to the Red Rock area. A preliminary feasibility study for constructing a lot has
occurred at that location. There are concerns about the visual impacts and efficacy of
such a lot. The SR 179 construction and new visitor center could create an effective
entrance to the region that could have a dramatic impact of transit ridership.

Construction of a new visitor center will most likely not occur for several yéars In the
meantime, the Tequa Plaza location at the south.end of VOC would act as the southern
. terminus to the route.
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Additional Cottonwood Commuter Service

The efficiencies that can be gained by basing the buses in Cottonwood are magnified in
Phase Two. This component offers additional commuter service to Sedona-area job
centers without five dead-head routes in the moming and again in the evening. The
alternative of basing the buses in Sedona and continuing to commence and finish each
day with this commuter service would add 1,800 annual vehicle service hours translating
to $99,000 in additional expenses without any anticipated fare recovery. (Please refer to
- the text box at the end of Phase One for a breakdown of cost savings.)

The Cottonwood and Main Route can be interlined to eliminate the need for passengers to
transfer buses. Interlining means that the commuter buses will travel into Sedona in the
morming and immediately commence the main route service. At the end of the day this
would happen in reverse without passengers traveling to Cottonwood having to change
buses. With five buses in service, more commuter shifts can be easily accommodated,
expanding the potential ridership and the ablhty to sell Group passes.

Paratransit Services _ ,

In Phase Two, paratransit services will be provided to all ADA-eligible clients wi_thin a¥
mile on either side the fixed route corridor from West Sedona to VOC. Almost all of the
residential areas within the City of Sedona lie within that buffer-zone. Phase Two will
necessitate the operation of a second para-transit van to service the forecasted 5,000-
6,000 trips. Considerable cooperation with the Adult Community Center of Sedona
(ACCS), who currently provides some van service, will be required to avoid overlap and
to maximize resources.

Total Phase Two Annual O})eratz'ng Costs are estimated at $1,462,000,

- Key Characteristics:

Main Route- VOC to West Sedona _
» Three buses in operation, 30-minute frequency.
> Route is anchored to the south at Tequa Plaza/ Hilton in VOC and to the West
at Yavapai College/ Cultural Park.
» The route will enter the Uptown area as far North as Jordan Ave.
» Medinm-duty 30-foot buses to provide comfort and accessibility.

Cottonwood Commuter
» Departures from Cottonwood at 7:00 AM, 7:30 AM, 8:00 AM 9:00AM.
" > Return service from Sedona departing from Uptown every 30 minutes
between 5:30 PM and 7:30 PM. ' ‘

Paratransit Service _
» Two paratransit vans.
» Service within % of a mile of Main Route.
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Hours of Operation
> Main route: 7:30 AM to 7:30 PM.
» Circulator; 9:30 AM to 6:30 PM.
> Cottonwood Commuter: departures at 7:00 AM, 7: 30 AM, 8:00 AM, 9:00 AM
and 10:00 AM; Sedona departures: every 30 minutes starting at 5:30 PM to
7:30 PM.
> Paratransit: 7:30 AM to 7:30 PM.

Fares

Main route $1.00 per trip and $2.00 all day pass.

Cottonwood commuter service $2.00 per trip.

Discounted Sedona/ VOC passes for $30 per month Cottonwood commuter
passes for $40 per month.

YVYVY

The annual forecasted rzdersth for Phases One and Two is 3 10,753 for the second year
of operation.

Benefits : :
' Provides an excellent level of service throughout the corridor.
Main route proposal is an improved use of capital resources.
Provides convenient services to transit-dependent residents and visitors.
Provides regional access to job centers. :
Helps employers provide inexpensive mobility for emplovees.
Attractive enough to attract riders of choice who have access to private
transportation.
Helps accommeodate visitors who would prefer not to deal with private
transportation: business, convention, and event attendees; Eastern, and
European visitors who expect public transportation.

Y VVVVYY

Supportive Policies
» Additional attractive shelters at key stops
> Lighted bus stops at other locations
» Establish parking fees in Uptown Sedona or another dedicated funding source .
to ensure long-term sustainability

Marketing efforts will be essential in Phase Two in order to mest or exceed ridership
targets. Excellent opportunities exist to integrate public transit into the fabric of the
Sedona visitor experience by working with the Chamber of Commerce and lodging
industries to effectively promote this amenity to guests. Discounted tickets and passes
can be provided to businesses for inclusion into customer packages.

The implementation of Phase Two provides the level of service necessary to make transit
use attractive for work commute purposes. Municipalities across the country are adopting
Transportation Demand Management Programs (TDM) that seek to improve the
efficiency of transportation systems by conditioning demand as an alternative to the
enormous cost of increasing road capacity. Many of these programs are housed within
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transit departments as they greatly improve the efficacy of public transit to positively
impact traffic circulation and mobility. TDM efforts focus on worksites to promote a
range of incentives at the workplace with goal of reducing the number of single occupant
vehicles on the road. These include deep-discounted group passes combined with
Guaranteed-Ride-Home programs, tax incentives for transit use, ride-share programs,
flex-time and telecommuting,

H
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Phase Three: Oak Creek Canyon and All-Day Cottonwood Service

Phase Three requires that the first two phases of service be well established in order to
create the connectivity necessary to make this component viable. The addition of Qak
Creek Canyon service during Sedona’s visitor high-season completes the goal of
connecting all the major traffic generators and attractlons W1th1n the region with
convenient and usable operations. . :

The PAC concurs with the Nelson\Nygaard Plan that service is only viable within the
high visitor period of late February through October. This Transit Plan recommends that
service should run from the municipal parking lot area of Uptown Sedona as far north as
the West Fork trailhead on Highway 89A. In that corridor, there are a number of high
demand recreational facilities, with Slide Rock State Park being the largest. At this time,
there is msufficient demand to extend the service further up the Canyon, and the added
route length would require additional vehicles to maintain the necessary frequency.

Oak Creek Canyon is a unique treasure for the region. Residents and the USFS hope that
public tramsit can help protect this resource and help manage demand for access.
Currently, excessive parking demand is dem:admg the creek banks and roadway shoulders
throughout the corridor.

Mid-day Sedona to Cottonwood Service _

Phase Three also ‘includes the addition of mid-day commuter service between
Cottonwood and Sedona. The Transit Plan recommends that a 16-passenger cutaway van
-vehicle would be sufficient to service this route. Two-way traffic on this route becomes
viable only once the VOC/ West Sedona route is well established and residents become
comfortable relying upon transit to accomplish errands such as visits to medical services.
The Cottonwood area is experiencing rapid growth and travel between the commumtles is
foreoasted to rise in future years..

Paratransit Servioes ) _
The expansion to Phase Three has minimal implications to para-transit demand levels due
to the small number of permanent residents residing within Oak Creek Canyon.

Total Phase Three annual operating costs are 'éstimated at $_'J,977,534.
I(ey CharacreristECS'

Oak Creek Canyon Service
> Two additional 30 foot low floor buses for Oak Creek Canyon Service. -
> Thirty-minute frequency for the Oak Creek Canyon Service.
> Canyon service from Uptown Sedona to West Fork Trail.

Cottonwood to Sedona Mid-day Service
> One additional 20-foot cutaway van.
» One-hour frequency between 11:00 AM to 4:30 PM.
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» Route to run from downtown Cottonwood to timed-transfer point with VOC/
West Sedona Route at the Cultural Park.

Hours of Operations
> Oak Creek Canyon 9:00 AM to 7:00 PM.
» Mid-day Cottonwood Sedona Service 11:00 AM to 4:30 PM. Departures from
Cottonwood on the hour departures from West Sedona at 30 minutes after the
hour.

Fares :

‘ > Qak Creek Canyon $1-per trip and $2 all day pass.

> Cottonwood to Sedona service: $2 per trip 1ncludes transfer to VOC/ West
Sedona route. $40 monthly passes.

The annual forecastea’ ridership for Phases One T wo, and Three is 415,1 32

Beneﬁts 7

» Completes the goal of providing connectivity between major tourist
generators and attractions throughout the region.

> Helps address the environmental degradation issues at trailheads and roadside .
throughout the Canyon,

> Improves the safety for both pedestrian and Vehlcular traffic within the
Canyon by reducing parking demand. -

» Provides convenient access throughout the greater region to employment
centers, commercial areas, and social services. :

: Supportlve Policies

> Right of Way 1mprovements within Qak Creek Canyon by ADOT and the
- USFS to safely accommodate bus pullout and merging movements.

» USFS cooperation and support to build proper shelters and signage.

» More extensive parking management within the Canyon.

» Transit planning and operations support commitments from the USFES.

The USFS has been involved with studying public transit feasibility in the region for

almost a decade. They continue to have a large stake in how a system can operate in the
National Forest. The final implementation of Phase Three will provide the USFS with a -
powerful tool for managing the public interface with the National Forest lands.
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Financial Plan
Introduction

Unresolved funding questions were one of the primary reasons that City Council
requested that further feasibility work be undertaken. During the past six months,
~ extensive efforts have been madeto evaluate with greater detail the various potentml
revenue sources in order to clarify the financial picture.

The nature of the federal and state funding process makes it impossible to forecast with
certainty the amount and timing of potential allocations. In some casés, project staff has
submitted applications for funding, contingent upon City Council’s de01510n to try and
establish baseline numbers. :

By phasing in service components, the City of Sedona has the opportunity to further
evaluate the ramifications of securing incremental funding sources. A brief overview of

‘these potential sources is provided, with descriptions for each, outlining the relative
probability and difficulty of obtaining commitments. ‘

A Six-Year Financial Plan that details the projected costs of implementation, operations
and management, and capital acquisitions is provided as Appendix D. The Financial Plan
is consistent with the Service Proposal, in that it reflects an implementation year in FY
2005, Phase One operations in FY 2006 and FY 2007, the addition of Phase Two in FY
2008, and the launching of Phase Three in FY 2010. The recommendation is to only
launch additional components once funding sources are proven; therefore, the projections
for FY 2008-2010 were arbitrarily chosen to illustrate the incremental budgets necessary
to launch the additional service components. All figures are expressed in 2004 dollars.

The tables also illustrate that additional local funding sources will most likely Be
. mecessary to operate the system in the long-term for Phases Two and Three.

Phase One: Commercial District Circulator with AM and PM Cottonwood
Commuter Service

Operating Expenses and Revenues

The Fixed Route and Para-transit components are broken down in Appendix D-2, and D-
3. Asindicated in Figure 3-1 below, the total forecasted operating costs for Phase One are
$489,284. This figure is budgeted for FY 2006 and represents a full year of operations.
This figure also includes indirect costs such as human resources support services and
insurance.
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Figure 3-1. Phase One Operating Revenue Scenario

Group Pass Revenues : $12,000
Advertising Revenues $5,000
Section 5311 - $106,917
Yavapai County

City of Sedona General Fund $350,872
TOTALS ' $489,284

Since the Circulator service is proposed to be a fare free zone, the initial fare revenue.
would result only from the Cottonwood and paratransit components. It is projected that a
large portion of the ridership from Cottonwood would ‘purchase monthly passes at a
discounted rate. A commuter pass could be priced at $40 per month. The pass could be
purchased independently, or may be offered through their employer, who may choose to
subsidize the cost. Federal tax laws a‘ll_ow for this beneﬁt to be tax-free.

An apphcatmn for federal Section 5311 funding has been submitted for the federal 2005
year commencing October 1%, 2004. This application was approved by City Council. The
project staff has received indications from ADOT’s 5311 Administrator that the program
will receive administrative funding in the amount of $88,000 for the coming federal fiscal
year. The budget that was submitted was for nine months of implementation and
administration and three months of operating. This positive result is a good indication of
the level of funding that can be anticipated for this level of service.

Section 5311 funding can match up to 50% of the direct operating expenses, net of fare
revenue, and 80% of administration expenses. Section 5311 funding is"a relatively stable
revenue source; however, it is very limited and is will now be divided amongst the 15
rural transit programs in Arizona. The Sedona proposal calls for a higher level of service
relative to the population than the other peer systems. As a result, the 5311 program will-
more realistically be able to provide approximately 25% of the operating expenses, with
the remainder coming from a variety of local sources. ‘

Capital Costs
Detailed capital costs forecasts are provided in Appendix D-page 4, Capital Sumary.

Figure 3-2 provides a summary of capital requirements necessary to launch Phase One
and the estimated budget for each category.
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Figure 3-2. Phase One Capital Requirements

i MS e e
3 Medium- Duty 30ft buses $825 000
1 Para-Transit Van $68,500
llluminated Signage - , $10,000
5 Shelters $50,000
Computers and Dispatch Eqmpment $20,000
TOTAL $973,500

Buses

The Circulator and Cottonwood commuter service calls for two 28t to 30 ft, medium-
duty buses to be in operation. A third bus would be required as a reserve vehicle. A bus
of this type has a 12-15 year lifespan. A summary of the fleet recommendation is attached
as Appendix B. The recommended vehicles operate on low-emission clean diesel. The’
buses have a variety of seating configurations with an approximate capacity of 30
passengers. The vehicles two doors for easy ingress and egress. It is impossible to define
the exact cost until a bid has been received so a figure of $275,000 has been used for the
first three buses. It may be possible to include Next-bus technology for that price that
provides real-time arrival information at bus shelters.

Para-Transit Vehicle

The eligible ADA demand for para-transit services is likely to be low in Phase One, but
nonetheless a dedicated vehicle will be required. This vehicle would be a cutaway van
vehicle with wheelchair-lift.

' Szgnage and Shelters

It is essential that at the time of launch the system has adequate and visible shelters. The
shelters should be representative of Sedona’s unique artistic' character and complement
the surrounding environment. Local designers and builders should be drawn upon to help
create distinctive installations. The shelters should also incorporate the mnext-bus
electronic displays. :

Capital Revenues
The bulk of the capital purchases would need to occur in FY 2005 in order for service to

be operating in FY 2006. The potential revenue sources vary in their degree of
predictability. The forecasted allocation between these sources is detailed in Figure 3-3
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Figure 3-3.  Phase One Capital Revenue Scenario

= ‘Amount

Section 5311 $284 595
Section 5309- TEA 21 Reauthorization $500,000
Sedona Capital Fund $148,905
Private Contributions- Shelter Program $10,000
Other programs- shelter program $30,000
Yavapai County , Unknown
-| TOTALS . . $973,500

Funding Source Descriptions

Section 5311 Funding _

ADOT’s 5311 administrator has provided verbal confirmation that they will provide
$284,595 for capital purchases in FY 2005. The 14 rural systems in the state are all
running van cutaway vehicles. For Sedona to receive full funding for the larger, more
costly buses 1s not feasible. The application requested the equivalent cost of van cutaway
vehicles, knowing that the differential would have to be made up from other sources.

5311 Capital requests are funded through several different poois of monies that have
matching formulas of 80% federal/ 20% local and limited funds at a 93% federal/ 7%
local rate. i

Section 5309 Funding '

Section 5309 of U.S.C. 49 provides approximately $720,000,000 per year for the
purchase of transit buses and bus related facilities nationwide. Appropriations are
secured by congressional earmark. Coconino County has had considerable success in
securing capital funding through this program for Flagstaff’s Mountain Line. A
$5,770,000 Five-Year Capital Plan was submitted to Congressman Renzi’s office both
for Section 5309 and Transportation Bill Reauthorization efforts.

Section 5309 funds are appropriated annually while Transportation Bill reauthorization
line items are secured during the life of the bill, usually six years, and appropriated
annually. At the time of printing, a $2,880,000 line item for Coconino County/ Sedona
bus-related line item was included in the House version of the Bill. The bill must go to
committee, be approved by both houses of Congress and signed by the president, so much
can still happen 5309 appropriations require a 20% local match in order to draw down
the funds.

Sedona Capital Fund ~

~ As described above, the Section 5309 awards and the Section’ 5311 Capital awards, will
require a 20% local match in order to draw down the funds. These local sources are
shown as the City of Sedona Capital Fund. The City’s capital revenue is funded through a

- dedication of 0.5% Sales Tax. The City has tentatively programmed the necessary local
match for Phase One of $148,905 into the FY 2005. -
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As indicated in the Service Proposal, this transit plan recommends that the financial
benchmark for launching Phase One be the appropriation of $500,000 through the federal
Section 5309 or Transportation Bill reauthorization process.

Phase Two Circulator, Village of Oak Creek to West Sedona, Increased
Cottonwood Commuter Serv1ce

Operating Expenses and Revenues

The addition of three more peak service buses translates into an increase of annual
revenue hours from 7,945 to 22,490, an over 280% increase in service and yearly
operating and managément expenses. Figure 3-4 defines the possible revenue sources
required to support the estimated $1,462,150 annual operating expense.

For illustrative purposes Appendix D forecasts launching Phase Two in FY 2008. The
figures that follow are expressed in.2004 dollars.

Figure 3-4 Phase Two Operating Revenue Scenario

EMajo Ue Sotirces: \mount
Fares and Group Passes $145 499
Advertising Revenues $10,000
Section 5311 Funding $304,967
Yavapai County : Unknown
Parking Revenues $347,000-}
City of Sedona General Fund $654,684
TOTAL ' , - $1,462,150

Funding Source Descriptions

Fares

Phase Two adds fixed route service between the Vlllage of Oak Creek and West Sedona.
Fare revenues would be generated from the $1 per trip and $2 day passes. The higher
level of service makes transit commuting a more viable option for more residents, -
énabling increased group pass sales. '

Section 5311 Funding

The rural transportation program’s level of financial support is based upon the level of
service being provided. The extension of service through the community and increased
Cottonwood service will score highly on the 5311-evaluation process. There are limits to
how much service support the 5311 program will be able to justify for the population
base.
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Yavapai County

‘The vast majority of the increased service will take place within Yavapai County and
greatly increase the connectivity between residents and job centers. The County has
indicated a willingness to finically support this service as a balanced approach to
transportation planmng

Parking Revenues

The Nelson Nygaard report projected-that $1 per hour metering on 89A 'in the Uptown
area ‘'would net $347,000 per year, after capitalization and enforcement costs. The
Uptown Enhance process that is currently underway has -discussed the possibility of
installing meters. Parking fees represent a reliable source of funding that can be directly
associated to the cost of providing transit serve, specifically the free commercial district
circulator. There are political issues to be addressed in order to implement such a
measure, as no pay parking currently exists within the region.

- Sedona General Fund -

A $654,684 annual contribution from the City’s General Fund may be unacceptable to
residents and the City Council. The City’s General Fund comes from the City sales tax.

An argument can be made that this public transit proposal would enhance the economic

environment helping to increase the overall tax revenues. Regardless, most transit . -

systems that reach the scope of services defined in Phase Two level are financially
assisted by a dedicated funding source for operations.

Capital Costs.

Phase Two calls for three additional peak service buses and one additional para-transit
van to service the expanded region. The complete list of required capital to operate Phase
Two is shown in Figure 3-5. If Phase Two service were to commence in FY 2008, the
procurement of these vehicles would have to take place in FY 2007. One additional
~ vehicle will be required at the time of launch and the third reserve vehicle should be
purchased within FY 2008 to pr0v1de the minimum reserve flect necessary to avoid major
disruptions in service.

Figure 3-5. - Phase Two -Additional Capital Requirements

1 Elem: . ey spRmount: |
Flve Medium Duty Trans:t uses $1 45 832
Two Para-transit Vehicles o $140,426
Thirty llluminated Signs $67,000
Fifteen. Shelters ' $173,500
Additional Computers and Software $22,000
TOTALS . $1,854,758

Buses : :
The recommendatlon is to continue with roughly the same bus capacity specifications as
defined in Phase One. A trolley demgn may be less desirable for the Main Route service
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due to less comfortable seating design offered by traditional trolley. This deficiency is
magnified for Cottonwood commuter service. The opportunity to utilize hybrid drive
traing may be desirable by the time that Phase Two is implemented. Hybrid engines can
be anticipated to add to the initial capital costs but reduce fuel expenses.

In order to provide an additional three buses in peak service, two reserve vehicles will be
required. This will bring the total number of buses to eight: five in peak service and three
as reserves. :

Paratransit Vans

Forecasts for Phase Two paratrans1t ridership 1ndloated the need for two vans to be in
service. With two vans in service, one van will be required as a reserve fleet, in order to
provide reliable service. - :

Capital Revenue Sources
F igure 3-6 details the capital requirements necessary for Phase Two operations. As such
these appropriatiohs would need to be secured before purchases are made. This process

could occur over several years, as Section 5309 appropriations need only be committed
within three years.

F igure 3-6.  Phase T ixyo Capital Revenue Scenario

Sectlon 5309/ TEA 21 Reauthorlzatlon $1,138, 012
Section 5311 ‘ ) $398,996
Section 5307 Unknown
Yavapai County ‘ Unknown
Other Sources- USFS, Private Development $33,800
City of Sedona Capital Fund $283,950
TOTAL | $1,864,758 | -
Section 5311 Funding

It is highly likely that the Section 5311 Capital funds will be able to assist in Phase Two
expansion requirements to a level consistent with the other systems in the program. The
amount provided could translate to support equal to providing cutaway van vehicles as
opposed to the recommended fransit buses. Twenty-foot cutaway vans are bemg used
throughout the 14 other systems and cost approx1mate1y 368,500 each.

Secrzon 3309 Funding

It is consistent with the Five Year capital plan subrmtted to Congress and the $2 880,000

line item described in Phase One, to estimate that $1,138,012 could be appropriated -

through this program. Appropriated funds must be committed within three years or they
will sunset. The Capital fund budgets detailed in Appendix D, predict approximately

$500,000 per year for the mext six fiscal years. If this prediction comes to pass, the

necessary 5309 funding would be appropriated by FY 2008 or FY 2009.
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Sedona Capital Fund

The Sedona Capital Fund is shown as providing the majority of the local source match
commitment necessary to draw down the federal fund appropriations. Once again,
contributions from other local entities such as the Counties could be used to lessen the
B3283,950 estimated in Figure 3-6.

Section 53 07

Federal Section 5307 funds are automatically allocated to all wban areas with a
population of 50,000 or more. This appropriation is proportional to a region’s population.
The Central Yavapai Metropolitan Planning Organization (CYMPO) is the eligible
recipient for the Prescott area appropriations. Since Prescott does not have a transit
~ system, nor is it likely that a system will be put in place inthe immediate future, their
Section 5307 funding is at risk of lapsing. Beginning in 2003, a yearly appropriation of -
approximately $580,000 has been set-aside for the CYMPO at an 80/20-match ratio.
Those funds are-to begin expiring in September of 2006. There is a possibility that the
CYMPO would consider a trade for discounted dollars without strings. If this were to
take place it is recommended that they be applied to capital since they are short term in
nature. . :

The recommended financial benchmarks for Iauﬁchinv Phase Two are section 5309
capital appropriations of $1,100,000 and a dedicated operating funding source of at least
$347,000 annuaily.

Phase Three: Oak Creek Canyon Serviée and Mid-day Cottonwood 'Service

For illustrative purposes Appenchx D forecasts launching Phase Three in FY 2010 The
figures that follow are expressed in 2004 dolla.rs

Operating Expenses and Revenues

Figure 3-7.  Phase Three Operating Revenue Scenario

Fares and Group Passes : $237 819
Advertising Revenues ' $12,000
Section 5311 Funding $371,534
Yavapai County Unknown
Parking Revenues , $347,000
City of Sedona General Fund - $968,353
TOTAL $1,977,534
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Funding Source Descriptions

Fares
Phase Three service brings in fares of $1 per trip into Oak Creek Canyon and $2 per trip -
on the Cottonwood/ Sedona mid-day service. The addition of mid-day service to and
from Cottonwood helps with the marketability of commuter passes.

Section 5311 Funding

The financial plan shows an increase of 5311 operating funding of 370, 000 per year with
the addition of Phase Three service. If Arizona’s Section 5311 appropriation grows
according to the growth in population and rural programs, then the annual operating and
management estimated support of $371,534 could be very conservative. Sierra Vista has
the largest rural transit program in the state and in FY 2003 received approximately
$570,000 in operating and administrative support from the 5311 program. By Phase
Three, the Sedona system would be slightly larger than the current Sierra Vista program.

Yavapaz County
It is possible that Yavapai operating support could amount to as much as 200,000 per
year at this service level. .

Parkmg Revenues

It is unlikely that the community would be receptlve to expanding pay parking beyond '
the possible Main Street Uptown corridor. Therefore this line item stays unchanged at
$347,000 per year, after capitalization and enforcement costs.

Sedona General Fund

A $968,353 annual contribution from the Clty s General Fund is unrealistic. As noted

" additional support from the Section 5311 and Yavapai County may reduce this
~ requirement by as much as $400,000 per year. Without the assistance of either of those
sources, the need for a long-term dedicated funding source tied to transit is highlighted,

Dedicated Revenue Source

In the long-term finding additional dedicated funding revenues is- essential in order to
sustainably operatc Phases One through Three. Possible candidates are a portion of the
bed tax or other tax revenue and the USFS. Many Sedona businesses feel that the current
tax burden is too high and represents a competitive disadvantage compared to other
destinations both regionally and nationwide. It is very difficult to quantify the potential
negative repercussions beforehand of such an increase. It is clear that this Would be a
politically difficult stance.

‘The USFS and the Sedona Transit system could be eligible for Public Highways Funding,
This federal program assists highway and public transit provision on -public lands. It -
could be potentially used for both capital infrastructure requirements on the National
Forest and transit planning and operating assistance. ’
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Capital Costs

Figure 3-8.  Phase Three Additional Capital Requirements

e e
Three Medium Duty Tran5|t Buses $834 757 |
One 20 foot cutaway van - o , $75,611
One Para-transit Vehicles $75,611
Ten liluminated Signs ) $18,410
Five Shelters ,' $62,000
TOTALS $1,066,389

Buses

Phase Three calls for two additional transit buses running the Oak Creek Canyon Route.
With the addition of a cutaway vehicle for Mid-day Cottonwood service, (detailed below)
another reserve vehicle will be required. The expectation is that hybrid or other
environmentally friendly powertrains will be readily available and reliable by FY 2010.

Cutaway Van -

The Cottonwood mld -day service would most efﬁc:1ent1y be served by a 20-foot cutaway
van that holds 16 passengers plus a wheel chair. The reserve paratransit vehicle could
also act as reserve fleet for this route.

Paratransit Vans
Forecasts for Phase Two paratransit ridership indicated the need for two vans to be in
service. With two vans in service, one van will be required as a reserve fleet, in order to
provide reliable service.

Transit Facility

Appendix D-4 Capital Summary budgets for a $1 500 000 transit facility to be built/
purchased in FY 2009 in order to accommodate the expansion to Phase Three. This
contirues to be recommended but a facility could continue to be leased if the capltal
funds through Section 5309 do not materialize.

Figure 3-9.  Phase Three Capital Revenue Scenario

Section 5300/ TE Reauthorization

Section 5311 $261,263
Section 5307 Unknown
Yavapai County Unknown
Other Sources- USFS, Private Development : $62,000
City of Sedona Capital Fund $182,582
TOTAL $1,066,389
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Section 5311 Fundmg

As with Phase Two, section 5311 can be reasonably expected to provide approxunately
$65,340 per new vehicle required to expand to Phase Three. Cottonwood mid-day service
will score highly in the 5311.evaluation criteria and Oak Creek Canyon safety issues are
high on ADOT’s agenda making the provision of this service a priority.

Section 5309 Funding

Consistent with the Five Year cap1ta1 plan “submitted to Congress and the $2 880,000
line-item previously described, $643,921 for vehicle purchases and $1,200,000 for a
transit facility could be possible. The acquisition of additional buses is of a higher
priority in order to provide Phase Three service. The appropriation of this funding
without the money for a transit fae111ty would  represent $2,281,932 of federal
appropriations over six years.

Sedona Capital Fund ~ _
The Sedona Capital Fund is shown as providing the majority of the local source match
- commitment necessary to draw down the federal fund appropriations. Once again,
contributions from other local entities such as the Counties could be used to lessen the
$182,582 amount estimated in Figure 3-9.

Sectzon 5307

Federal Section 5307 trades with the CYMPO are less likely by the time that Phase Three
could be implemented. With the amount of growth occurring in the Préscott area the odds
increase that a public transit system of some scale will be studied and implemented.

This report identifies the appropriation of the $895,000 of Federal funds from Sections
5309 and 5311 for Capital, and the additional operating revenue contributions of at least
$250,000 per annum as being the financial benchmarks for launchmg Phase Three
service. : _
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Administrative Options

Determining the best organizational structure to administer and operate the proposed
transit system has been an ongoing issue throughout the Nelson\Nygaard and current
study processes. The primary options are for the City of Sedona to operate the system in-
house, to contract with Coconino County, or to create a transit authority. The project
team worked with the PAC, City administration, and County officials to summarize the
opportunities, constraints, and subsequent recommendation.

Operations :

" Regardless of the chosen method of admlmstratlon it is recommended that an RFP be
released to the private sector for service operations. Through this process the City of
Sedona will be able to establish, with a great degree of certainty, the costs for day to day
operations. The City can then weigh the costs and benefits of contracting out operations
versus operating the service within the chosen organizational structure.

Summary of Administrative Strengths and Weaknesses

In-House . :

The City of Sedona is more than capable to launch and administer the Transit Plan
described in this document. The City administration and PAC have demonstrated a desire
to consider other 0pt1ons for the following several reasons:

> To create a transit department or opération within the City would
require procuring new office facilities and public works space as the
City 1s already acting at their current capacity.

> Additional staff would also necessitate addltlonal indirect support such
as Human Resources that are stretched thin,

» Operating a public transit system has increased liability concerns that
could be lessened by contracting out the service,

LR Launching a transit ‘system would necessitate ‘finding and hmno
gualified staff, which may be more readily available by contracting out
service,

> To qualify for Federal 5309 funding, the City would have to meet and

maintain a list of federal assurances that is tlme consummg

Coconmo County ' '

Operatlng Mountain Line under IGA with the City of Flagstaff indicates that the County
is clearly capable of administering such a system. Providing public and balanced
transportation throughout the County is a high priority for Coconino County
Transportation Services. However; there are considerations and concerns that may be
addressed through a Transit Authority. The constramts on Cocomno County
~ administering the system include: ‘

> Increasing the risk liability to Coconino County through direct
operations may be undesirable to the County,
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> Service would cross into Yavapai County and it is recommended that
the transit facility also reside in Yavapai County. This creates
jurisdictional and liability issues for Coconino County, '

> County wages are lower than the City of Sedona; however, the County
charges each department 17.8% indirect costs which may be reduced
through a transit authority.
Transit Authority

A regional transit authority is a common political organization for operating transit
systems across different City and County jurisdictions. Arizona has already passed
enabling legislation to create a political subdivision of the state for administering transit
operation. The perceived beneﬂts of a transit authority include:

> A transit authority may improve the coordlnatlon between the dlfferent

stakeholder agencies.
> Coconino County Transportation . Services is alrcady an - FTA-

recognized entity, and as such, has more autonomy and some additional
access to funding. This accreditation could be transferred to a Transit
Authority if they decided to participate. \

> . The creation of a Transit Authority could allow the City of Sedona and
Coconino County to avoid taking on further liability risks and the
burden of additional staff.

> If the Transit Authority were to include other transit operations, such as
the City of Flagstaff and Northern Arizona University, staffing and
administration economies of scale may be realized.

> A “regional tramsit authority would be an appropriate body for
developing further intercity connectivity in future years.

Recommendation

This report recommends that the most attractive administrative structure appears to be a
transit authority. The City of Sedona should cooperate with Coconino County in
conducting a Transit Authority Implementation Study. Coconino County, using LTAF 1T
funds, has contracted Charlier Associates, out of Boulder, CO, to carry out this study.
Charlier and Associates have conducted similar transit authority work for other
municipalities across the Western United States. Both the City of Flagstaff and Northern
Arizona University have agreed to examine the possibility of establishing a Transit
Authority in order to evaluate if the perceived benefits may be realized.

The period of the study is to be June through August of 2004. The outline of the study is
provided below.
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Transit Authority Implementation Study, Scope of Work

Task 1 —Background Analysis and Action Plan _
Review Flagstaff 5 Year Transit Plan (1999), Flagstaff Review and Audit of 5
Year Transit Plan (2003), Sedona Transit Plan (2004); IGA between City of
Sedona and Coconino County (2003); IGA between City of Flagstaff and
Coconino County (2001). Review and analyze ASRS Title 28, Chapter 26
‘Intergovernmental Public Transportation Authorities.’

Task 2 — Stakeholder Interviews
Conduct stakeholder interviews with representatives of Cocomno County,
Yavapai County, City of Flagstaff, City of Sedona, and Northern Arizona
University.

 Task 3 — Peer Ana1y51s

Conduct a peer analysis of 3 other transit authorities in the United States that have
similar characteristics to northemn Arizona in terms of enabling legislation, service
area and type, route structure, population served, financial foundation and other
pertinent details. -

Task 4 — Financial Analysis. -
This stage will establish the five-year financial projections for a potentlal transit
authority. Projections will be based on existing five-year financial plans for the
City of Flagstaff, City of Sedona and Northern Arizona University. The
~ projections will reflect the financial impacts of reduced indirect costs to the
- County as offset by increased direct costs for administration, financial
management, insurance, and other expenses.

Task 5 — Final Report
Write a report which’ contams the following:

1. Summary of the reasons for forming a transit authority. _
1. . Identification of recommended governance structure based on review of

legislation and community research.

1i. Summary, of the advantages and disadvantages of forming a transit
authority.

iv. Comparison of the costs, potential cost savmgs and efﬂmencles of a transit

. authority.

\2 Identification of the time-table and critical path for formation of a transit
authority. )

vi. Identification of a recommended staffing structure for the transit authority

including new positions to be hired, IGA agreements for service with local
government partners, and a five-year staffing plan for phased
implementation (if desired).

vii.  Jim Charlier will make presentation of the final report to the Coconino
County Board of Supervisors, Flagstaff City Council and Sedona City
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Council. County staff will make presentation to the Yavapai County Board
of Supervisors

If a Transit Authority is deemed to be unfeasible, the City of Sedona should explore, in
order of attractiveness: firstly, signing an IGA with Coconino County for administrative
oversight and possibly operations, and secondly, administering the service in-house.
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Staffing Plan

This staffing plan 1s formulated for implementation within a transit authority, which is the
recommended admintstrative structure. This plan could be transposed to another
organizational structare if the operations and administration are carried out under the
same roof. The exact inakeup of management assistance and oversight would change if
administration fell under the auspices of a different organization. If the decision is made .
to contract out operations to a private vendor, then the administrative and management
duties will reduced. If this is the situation, the City of Sedona must still empower an
agency to be responsible for administrative oversight, transportation planning, grant
management, and marketing and customer services. These steps must occur in order to
qualify for state and federal funding,

The positions that are listed as a less than 1.0 FTE (Fulltime Equivalent) are positions
whose time is allocated to different potential systems operating within the proposed
Transit Authority. If Sedona were to administer the program itself, than these duties may
be filled under the umbrella of another department such as Public Works.

This organizational structure is designed for operating and managing the system once
service is launched. It is not applicable for the implementation stage proceeding a service
launch. ( elaborated further in Chapter Six- Implementation Steps.)

Phase One

The Circulator and Cottonwood commuter services, described in Phase One, total 7,879
annual Vehicle Service Hours. Phase One calls for the buses to be based in the
Cottonwood area to avoid deadhead trips. If Phase One services are implemented as
described, but are physically staged in Sedona, then an additional part-time Transit Bus-
Operator may be required to meet the increased needs of the added Vehicle Service
Hours.

Transit Bus Operators. Quantity 5. Description: drives bus, provides customer service,
assists loading of special needs customers, performs regular vehicle inspections. '

Special Needs Operators: Quantity 1. Description: operates paratransit van, peffor.ms
regular vehicle inspections, and provides curb-to-curb service for ADA- eligible clientele.

Account Tech: Quantity 0.2 FTE. Description: Under supervision performs work of
routine difficulty in bookkeeping, data entry, and quality control; performs related work
. as assigned.

Operations Manager. Quantity 1. Description: manages the daily operations of fixed-
route and para-transit systems; recruits, manages, evaluates and disciplines employees
who work in para-transit, transit- and fleet management operations; develops and
implements fleet maintenance systems that reduce costs while ensuring the safest, most
dependable fleet possible; coordinates the activities of transit division staff, public works
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staff and contractors; develops, implements and revises route structure and schedules;
ensures compliance with ADA requirements related to eligibility, hours and levels of
service; responds to customer service complaints and resolves issues appropriately;
develops and implements safety programs to include training, monitoring and evaluation;
responds to emergencies and accidents and develops methods and training to prevent
future emergencies and accidents; oversees bus-shelter campaign and ensures that bus
 stops are constructed and maintained; assists with the development and administration of
the budget ' ' .

Office and Administration Manager.  Quantity 0.2 FTE. Description: provides
intermediate administrative participation with others in program development, service
delivery and supervision of subordinate staff, may participate as team member and
periodically serve as function or program team leader, Essential functions of this position
include: computer input, spreadsheets, and communicating with staff and the public.

Transit Division Director. Quantity 0.2 FTE. Description: performs work directing the
development and operation of the transit and paratransit programs including all related
policies, procedures, grant-writing, and budgeting.

Phase Two

The move to Phase Two of operations will require significantly. more in-house
management and supervision than Phase One to maintain administrative efficiency. Phase
Two operations also represent a large increase in paratransit requirements and staffing,
The addition of more vehicles to the service fleet will demand in-house fleet management
capabilities. In house maintenance expertise is required to oversee maintenance contacts
and ensure safety and FTA compliance. In house services are cost-cffective and are able
to respond to service needs in a timely manner. : '

 Staffing Structure (Phases One and Two combined):

Transit Bus Operators. Quantity 10 : J
Special Needs Operator. Quantity 2

Fleet Mechanic. Quantity 1

Dispatcher. Quantity 1

Account Tech. Quantity 1

Senior Transit Bus Operators. Quantity 2

Shift Coordinator. Quantity 1

~ Fleet Manager. Quantity 0.4 FTE

Operations Manager. Quantity 1

Office and Administrative Manager. Quantity 0.5 FTE

Transit Division Director. Quantity 0.4 FTE

Phase Three
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The move to operations would add just over 6,000 annual vehicle hours. The Phase Two
administrative structure would remain relatively unchanged. This may allow the transit
system to realize management cost-efficiencies over Phase Two levels.

The following additional staffing requirements can be anticipated:

Transit Bus Operators: Quantity +5
Program Coordinator: Quantity +1
Account Tech II: Quantity + 0.5 FTE
Project Manager: Quantity + 0.3 FTE

Chapter Six- Implementation Steps, describes a timetable for hiring Phase One staff
in order to be trained and prepared to launch service in January 2006.
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Implementation Steps

There are a large number of steps that need to be undertaken in order to commence
operations in a timely manner. Should City Council adopt this plan it is recommended -
that they extend the IGA with Coconino County for FY 2005, in order to guide the
implementation of this plan and create the administrative structure necessary to oversee
future operations. '

The IGA extension covers the following scope of work:
Transit Authority Implementation Study -

Chapter Four described in detail the range of issues that will be réviewed within this
study. Project staff will be required to guide the study process and make presentations to
 the agencies involved, Should the results prove favorable, staff will be responsible for
leading the adoption of the necessary legislation to ¢reate the transit authority. If the
results are not favorable then staff will guide the process to consider admlmsterlng the
system through Cocomno County or the City of Sedona. -

Corporate Identity Process

_ It is recommended that the considerable creative talent that exists in Sedona be tapped to
create a corporate identity for the system. A fitting identity will be essential to
community acceptance and support for the system. Project staff will have to create'a
public information campaign to solicit the involvement of the community. A public
process also helps foster awareness and ownership by the community. Staff will be
requ_n'ed to guide this process and determine when and if consultants will be required to
assist in the development of the identity.

~

.Capz'tal Plan Implementation

Managing the procurement of buses and the installation of the necessary supportive
infrastructure will be complicated and time-consuming. A bid will have to be created and
released for the specific requirements of the community. The delivery of the
recommended transit buses may take as long as 12-18 months from the time the order is
placed. The plan recommends that next bus technology be incorporated into the buses
and the shelters to contribute to the success of the system. Project staff will need to
commit considerable resources to coordinating the implementation of this technology into
the construction process for both buses and shelters. The construction of shelters will
require the coordination with the Uptown Enhancement Project, local property owners,
ADOT, and the SR 179 Project.

Funding and Grant Management

The financial plan clearly identifies the need to obtain federal appropriations in order to
- launch and operate the system. Staff will have to work at securing federal appropriations
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in a timely manner in order to launch service as soon as possible. Considerable resources
will be required to pursue and manage funding requests for Sections 5307 trades, Section
5309 earmarks, and Section 5311 awards. The Section 5309 Congressional earmark
process demands a comprehensive legislative effort by all potential beneficiaries. ~

Request for Proposals for Service Operations

This plan recommends that bids be received by the private sector in order to accurately
assess the most effective means of operating the day to day bus services. A

- comprehensive RFP will need to be written to obtain meaningful results. This RFP must
clearly define the City’s service expectations for the system. This will necessitate
prescribing quantitative measurements for items such as frequencies, paratransit
requirement, staffing requirements and training, bonding issues, compliance with FTA
regulations, fleet management and maintenance, communications with administration,
and customer service requirements. :

- Once the RFP is released and bids received, staff will need to produce a cost/benefit
. analysis for contracting out service versus 0perat1ng within the chosen orgamzatlonal
structure. :

' Right of Way Permits

Operating a public transit system on State routes requires approvals for all regular stop
and infrastructure improvements. The number of prescribed bus stops in Phase One is
very limited relative to Phase Two but will still entail a lengthy process. This procedure
will be further complicated by the upcoming SR 179 Project and Uptown Enhancement
Project. Coordination with those bodies will be essential in order to ensure that
infrastructure improvements are made in an efficient and cost-effective manner.

Staffing Implemenﬁation Plan

Chapter Five described the staffing requirements that are necessary to operate the system.
In order to implement operations, different staff positions will need to be filled on a
prescribed timeline. This timeline will be dependent upon the funding progress and
capital procurement process. The staffing structure is also dependent upon the results of
Transit Authority Implementation Study and the RFP process to determine who will
operate the system. :

' Once an administrative structure is put into place an Operations Manager will be hired
approximately six months before launch in order to guide the hiring and launch process.
Additional administrative staff will need to be committed and trained approximately a
month before launch. If operations are included then drivers will need to be hired a month
‘before official launch to train and test the system.
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Project Representation

With the SR 179 and Uptown Enhancement Projects well underway and entering design
phases, it will be essential that Transit interests are well represented and accommodated -
within both projects. This will require continual consultation with the respective
consultants and staff for those projects

Marketing

The success of the proposed system is highly dependent upon public awareness and buy-
in by the community. Staff will be required to guide the creation of a marketing plan that
focuses on working with local businesses and groups to maximize the use of the system.
This should oceur in anticipation of operations launch so once service is put into place it
is used effectlvely

Implementation Budget

'City Council has approved a Transit Projectbudget for operations and capital for the
12005 fiscal year, contingent upon the adoption of this transit plan. This budget is to cover
the implementation steps described above in anticipation of service launch in 12-18
months time. As indicated earlier, ADOT has provided verbal confirmation that $88,000
of operating and management support will be forthcoming for the federal 2005 fiscal
year. (October 1, 2004 through September 30, 2005) It is estimated that $63,000 of that
amount will be appropriated during the City of Sedona’s 2005 ﬁsca.l year. Figure 7-1
details the anticipated budget revenues.

F igure 7-1 FY 2005 Transit Implementation Budget

Sec 10nx53151~ e $63 Ooou

LTAF II- Coconino County $19,540
LTAF |- City of Sedona $3,850
City of Sedona General Fund $92,668
TOTALS : $179,058

The City of Sedona has also programmed $166,590 for transit capital purchases for FY
2005. These funds would act as the local match to draw down Sectmn 5311 and
potentially Sections 5309 and 5307 appropriations.
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Public Prdcess

The goal of the public involvement process was to identify public issues and priorities
relative to the Nelson Nygaard Report and to provide an opportunity for citizens to
participate in resolution of those issues throughout the course of the study. For that

reason, citizens and local elected officials were involved in establishing the project .=

objectives, developing priorities for screening altematives, and assessing the strength of
alternatives against the project objectives and measures. The public involvement process
allowed for multiple forms of input and addressing new issues as they arise.

Objectives: :

»_  Engage all interested parties into the planning process and discourse,

» Better understand community’s views towards existing proposals,

» Look for planning opportunities that would 1ncorp0rate stakeholder desires into
proposed alternatives,

e Tdentify Hot Spots and critical issues that need to be addressed,

e FEstablish working partnerships that w111 be essential for 1mplementat10n and
sustainable success, :

‘s - Adapt service proposals to reflect the needs and resources established by the
community.

-~

Methods:

o Individual interviews with stakeholders conducted by the Project Manager,

e Scoping meetings with different focus groups- commumty group, and business
group, '

* Open house public meetings and workshops, (in combination with an SR 179
charrette, and one with an Uptown Enhancement Meeting)

e City Council and County commission briefings from Staff and the PAC,

e Visual presentations for community, civic, and business groups,

o A random sampling survey,

s Newspaper insert, website, and mailed newsletter update

Components Summary
Personal Interviews

Project Staff conducted approximately 25 personal interviews with identified

stakeholders and concerned citizens beginning in December 2003. The feedback from

those interviews has been incorporated into the service proposal. In general, a healthy

skepticism has existed but tempered by strong conceptual support for the importance of
‘implementing a public transit system. Many of the stakeholders are long-time residents
and concur with the axiom, “do it well or not at all” as being a key element of potential

success.
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Focus Groups

Project staff organized two separate focus group meetings with community groups and
business interests. The goal of the meetings was to inform these representatives of the
evolving proposal and collect feedback relevant to their unique perspectives. Feedback
was received on both general conceptual levels and -specific service times, fare, and
funding mechanisms. A brief summary of the salient points from each meeting is provide
below.

Business Interests Focus Group

This meeting was held on April 21%, 2004 and was attended by representatives of the
Chamber of Commerce, Main Street Sedona, the Sedona Lodging Council, and private
- business interests. All attendees were very supportive of the Circulator and Cottonwood
commuter components as making up Phase One.

In Support I . ' .
> * Phase One has big marketing benefits for the lodging interests within
the corridor. Both ILX and L’Auberge can have their guests moved *
without help.
Opens up “Park Once marketing avenues, easmg demand on-
employee parking.
Retail interests are expected to perceive more benefits in Phase One
than later phases.
. Agree with the idea that the buses have to be high quahty in order
for the systems to be successful.
Phase 2 addresses employee needs effectlvely, helping eliminate the
need for resorts to run employee shuttles.
Aspen is a good model for the conditions in Sedona and the success
and buy-in has been exceptional.
Free zone within the uptown to roughly Soldiers Pass to allow for
quick and easy circulation. ‘
Tlaquepaque/ ILX big winners for all phases.
Helps the Conference Center feasibility.
Guest passes being included with room stay is a definite possibility.
Welcome the idea of buying group passes for employees. (longer
term) :

YVVYY Y YV VY Vv Vv Vv

Concerns S
The demand is unknown into West Sedona because of the lack of
density,

Maximize Cottonwood service and work fo accommodate the main
‘lodging shifts of 8:30 AM-4:30 PM and retail shift of 9 AM to 6 PM
Some asked to consider expanding to West Sedona before VOC. |
Implementing parking fees will require a strong campaign to reeducate
the vendors as to the value of a parking space and the benefits of
turmover.

YV WV v
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Tourists are not familiar with the municipal parking lot. There will need
to be better parking management for Phase One to work effectively.
Concern by one member that parking fees send the wrong message by
keeping people in their cars-

Concern for the fallout any parking change will have on the small
business that are operating on the edge.

More likely to have support for subsidies from the lodging council
parties than other businesses.

Merchants not supportive of being asked to contnbute financw.l support
pointing to already high rents and taxes.

Don’t fund with Sales Tax. ,

Concern that the VOC benefits without having to pay.

VYV Vv ¥V ¥V Vv Vv

The Chamber and Lodging Council suggested sending out a survey to establish where the
employee demand lies and how businesses could promote the system to everyone’s
benefit. ILX is currently running a 15-passenger van that a shift manager drives and
keeps in Cottonwood. Management would like to address the costs of that and how public’
- transit could supplement or replace those services. All ‘agreed that raising advertising
revenues through on bus avenues would be very easy.

Community Groups Focus Group
This meeting was held on March 15" in Council Chambers. It was attended by

representatives of ACTS, Keep Sedona Beautiful, Main Street Sedona, Vision Sedona,
- Teen and Youth Center, as well two city councilors and one city councilor-elect.

In support - ,
> Strong support for circulator but some would like to see some more
) service for residents- chapel or West Sedona sooner rather than later. .
» Support for an approach that does not rely on intercept lots in the
foreseeable future to be successful. -
» Circulator will help eliminate the excessive searching for parking.
> Strong support for Cottonwood and Canyon components.
> Circulator helps support a pedestrian environment.
> Strong support amongst some for implementing Real time arrival
: information at lots and bus shelters.
> Shared belief that startmg Wlth a successful and visible element is a key
to expandmg to the full vision.
> All in attendance believed that private transportation has a place but is
has a different mission and role than publie transit.
Concerns o )
» The VOC might reap the benefits without paying the costs.
» Concemed about the parking situation with Tlaquepaque and the shuttle

- getting stuck with everyone else in traffic congestion- need for master
- plan in the 89A/179 intersection area.
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> Strong desire to serve the Chapel more effectively and earlier- though
balanced by the understanding of resource limitations.

The overall tone of the meetinig was very positive in regards to the proposal being
developed. All appeared to agree that selling the whole three-phase plan would be
essential for generating residential buy-in. Strong support also existed for offering
deeply- discounted passes to residents. The majority believed that adding parking in the
Tlagquepaque area would benefit the Circulator and traffic congestion at the intersection.

City Council Brieﬁng -

On April 14", Project Staff presented an overview of the recommended transit proposal
_from the PAC to a City Council work session. Staff was asking for support to further
develop the preferred alternative in preparation for Council decision on June 22", 2004.
- There was general support at that time for further developing the recommended approach.

In the Spring of 2004, the City of Sedona elected four new City Councilors who took
office on June 8", 2004. The City Manager facilitates orientation ‘sessions with these
members on key issues facing the City. Staff presented an overview of the proposal and
information on the process to provide context for the recommendation. City councilor-
elect were provided with an opportunity to ask questions and provide feedback. Several
key points were noted and influenced this final report.

Public Newsletter

. At the end of April a one page, front and back, color newsletter was distributed to all
residents of Sedona and the Village of Oak Creek. A copy of the newsletter is included as

Appendix F. The newsletter outlined the mission of the project as well as an overview of

the working recommendation at the time. Residents were invited to attend the Public
Open House to receive further information or contdct the Project Manager with
“comments. Those comments are compiled with those received at the Public Open House
in Appendix G.

Public Open House

On May 12" and 13", project staff held public open houses at the Sedona High School.
An overview of the Transit Plan contained within this document was presented along
with a Power Point presentation of the planning history of the project. Approximately 30
residents attended the meetings. Staff was available to address questions and take
comments. '

The range and tone of comments was consistent with the survey conducted below. A
compilation of comments received from the Open House is included as Appendix G.
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Random Sample Survey

A random sample telephone survey was commissioned to ascertain a sampling of the
general public’s attitudes towards public transit and this proposal. West Group Research
out of Phoenix was contracted to conduct the survey. The instrument was delivered
during the middle two weeks of May. This period was selected in order to hopefully
provide time for residents to have some limited exposure to the planning process.

A copy the report from West Group is included with this document for City Council
review. The results of the survey are quite complex. Below is an excerpt from the
Exccutive Summary.

> Thirty-two percent of Sedona residents indicated that they (20% NET components) or
someone in their household (12% NET components) would benefit from at least one
of the four proposed transit components. :

> The top transit component residents were most likely to say would benefit them or
someone in their household was the shuttle circulator (Component 1, 18%). -
Additionally, residents were likely to feel visitors and employees will benefit from
the downtown circulator and the commuter shuttle (37% and 29%, respectively).

» Component 2 of the proposed transit plan proposing service between the Village of
Oak Creek and West Sedona is perceived to benefit residents and visitors most often
(24% and 22%, respectively). About 16% said this portion of the plan would benefit
the respondent or someone else in the respondents’ household.

> The commuter bus planned to run from downtown Cottonwood to West Sedona was
clearly seen as a benefit to employees (Component 3, 41%), but was not clearly
perceived as a benefit for local businesses (1 1%). One in 20 felt that Sedona
remdents would benefit (18%).

» The Slide ROck/West Fork (Component 4) of the plan was unmistakably considered
to be a benefit for visitors to the Sedona area (74%). Lower income residents were
most likely to believe that they or someone in thelr household would benefit from this
plan component (18%). .

» Greater than seven in ten Sedona residents expressed a favorable opinion of the
transit plan currently proposed by the City of Sedona (72%; 38% “very favorable” +
34% “somewhat favorable”). Of the remaining residents, most said their opinion was -
not favorable (10% “not very favorable” + 15% “not at all favorable™). Residents
favorable toward the transportation plan primarily focus on the benefits it offers
overall as well as for subgroups in the city. Those with unfavorable reactions are
concerned about the plan for funding the system. Remaining concerns center on the
perception that the system will not be used enough by residents to make it
worthwhile, J
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Half of the Sedona residents participating in this study indicated they were at least
somewhat likely to use at least one of the transit components currently proposed
(50% “very” + “somewhat likely”). Among those who indicated the combined transit
- plan would benefit themselves or someone else in their home, 83% (“very” +
“somewhat likely”) said they would be likely to use the system. :

When asked which components they would be most likely to use, 14% said they
would use all four portions of the proposed transit system. Of the four components of
the plan, the commuter bus (Component 3} was named the most as that which would
likely be used most often (39%).

Nearly two-thirds, or 64%, of Sédona households with children indicated their
children would be likely to use some element of the trans1t plan (rated “very” or
“somewhat likely™).

Component 3 (the Cottonwood commuter bus, 34%) of the transit plan was named the
most beneficial part of the transit plan for the city as a whole. Additionally, 10% said
all the components were equally valuable and only 9% said none of the components -
were beneficial to Sedona.

Residents were read a series of seven descnptlve statements about the proposed
transit systern in Sedona. The statement garnering the highest level of agreement was

“the transit plan would provide better access to low-wage jobs” (70% rate 4 or 5),
followed by “the transit plan would be beneficial to the elderly, youth, and disabled
residents” (67% rate 4 or 5). Residents with a favorable reaction to the plan overall
and/or are at least somewhat likely to use components of the plan are significantly
more likely than those with less favorable opinions to agree with any of the positive
descriptive statements. :

Less than one in four residents agreed the plan was a “waste of the city’s money”
(23%), or the plan would “only benefit visitors” (18%).

The strongest funding option Sedona residents gave strong support for was a bed tax
" (46% rate 4 or 5; average ratmg of 3.2). All other options recetved average ratings of
2.1 or less.
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Five Year Transit Service and Ridership Projections
Service Paramaters |FY 06 FY 07 ’ FY 08 FY 09 FY 10
_ e - e - .

Daily Bhased (1 |Phasefs
Pass/hr
Hours

|Vehicles 3 3 3
<! Ave.Fare Rev. $0.75 30.75 30.75
Veh.Service Hrs 33 33 33
Pass/hr 13 14 15 16 17
Hours 8.5 - 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.5
Vehicles 2] 2 2 2 2
Ave,Fare Rev, . $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Veh.Service Hrs 17 17 17 17 17

Hours ‘ ‘ 2 2 1.5] . 1.5 12.5|

‘{Ave,Fare Rev. $1.75 $1.75 $1.75 $1.75 $1.75
. IGfbup Pass Holders 30 40 75 85 100
Individuals/Hr 3 4 5 : 6 6
Veh.Service Hrs 4 4 7.5 7.5 ) 12.5

tripsfyr 1000 1200 5500 6100 6750

Ave,Fare Rev. $2.00 $2.00 $2.00 ©$2.00 $2.00
Veh.Service Hrs 333 400 1833 2033 2250
Pass/hr : 12

i Ave.Fare Rev. $0.75
Veh.Service Hrs . ’ 20

-Notes: 360 days per year service except the Canyon: 211 days.

Average Fare Revenus is less than the charge fare, reflecting discounted seniors
passes

Fixed Route $55.00 $56.38 §57.78 $569.23 $60.71

Paratransit $50.00 $51.25 $52.53 $53.84 $55.19
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5 Year Transit Plan FY 06 FY 07 FY 08 FY 09 FY 10

Annual O&M Expenses ; A L2 ASesEL e
Bhaseslid@dilii ey v o

:|Annual Hours 11,851 11,851 11,851
Annual Passengers 130,366 154,069 177,772
Operating Cost $684,828 $701,949 $719,498
4 Est. Revenues $97,774 $115,652 $133,328
ost/Passenger $5.25 $4.56 $4.05

: Subsidy Required $587,054 $586,397 $586,169
Farebox Recovery 14.28% 16.48% 18.53%
Annual Hours 8,105 6,105 6,105 6,105 6,105
Annual Passengers, 79,369 85,474 91,579 97,685 103,790
Operating Cost $335,7H $344,186 $352,790 $361,610( $370,650
Est. Revenues $0 30 $0 50 30
Cost/Passenger $4.23 $4.03 $3.85 $3.70 " $3.57
Subsidy Required $335,791 $344,186 $352,790 $361,610 $370,650

| Farebox Recovery 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% - 0.00%
Annual Hours 1440 1440 2,700 2,700 4,500
Annual Passengers 23,520 28,960 48,900 52,900 76,000
Operating Cost $79,200 $81,180 $156,018 $159,918 $$273,194
Group Pass Reven " $12,000 $16,000 $30,000 $34,000 $40,000
Tatal Est. Revenues $14,520 $18,520 $34,725 $38,725 $47 875
Cost/Passenger $3.37 $2.80 $3.19 $3.02 $3.59

Subsidy Required $64,680 $62,660 $121,293 $121,193 $225.319-
Farebox Recovery 18.33% 22.81% 22.26% 24.22% 17.52%
Annual Hours 333 400 1,833 2,033 2,250
Annual Passengers 1,000 1,200 5,500 6,100 6,750
Operating Cost $18,667 $20,500 . $96,307 $109,484 $124 179
Est. Revenues $2,000 $2,400 $11,000 $12,200 $13,500
Cost/Passenger 516.67 $17.08 $17.51 $17.95 $18.40
Subsidy Required $14,667 $18,100 $85,307 $97,284 $110,679
Farebox Recovery 12.00% 1.71% 11.42% 11.14% 10.87%
Annual Hours : 4,235
Annual Passengers 50,820
Operating Cost $257,106
Est. Revenues ! $38,115
Cost/Passenger $5.06
Subsidy Required $218,991
Farebox Recovery 14.82%(

Annual Hours 7,545 7,545 20,657 20,657 26,692
Annual Passengers 102,889 114,434 270,845 304,653 408,382
Qperating Cost $414,991 $425,366 $1,193,636 $1,223 477 $1,620,447
Cost/Passenger $4.03 $3.72 $4.41 $4.02 $3.97
Est, Fare Rev $14,520 $18,520 $132,499 $154,277 $219,319
Farebox Recovery 3.50% 4.35% 11.10% 12.61% 13.53%
ADA Paratransit $16,667 . $20,500 $96,307 $109,484 $i124,179
Total Cost $431,658 $445,866 $1,289,944 $1,332,961 $1,744.626
Annual Passengers 103,889 115,634 276,345 310,753 415,132
Veh.Service Hrs 7,879 7,945 22,490 22,690 28,942
Est. Fare Rev $16,520 $20,920 $143,499 $166,477 ’ $232,S1 9
Fixed Route $59.23 $60.71
Paratransit $50.00 $51.25 $52.53 $53.84 $55.19

N
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Appendix B- Fleet Recommendations

The Transit Plan recommends that medium-duty buses be used for the main routes of the
proposed service in order to meet the objectives defined by the PAC. The choice both of
.the vehicle chassis type and engine propulsion system is important to the ultimate success
of the system. The Nelson Nygaard Report asserted that there is a strong desire within the
community to use the most environmentally-friendly technology feasible. Project staff,
with input from Coconino County Transportation Services Operations Manager and Fleet
Manager, has analyzed the available technology and provided an overview of their relative
strengths and weaknesses in operating a successful system. The criteria considered
include: emissions, fuel-efﬁ01ency and price, noise, ease of service, durability and
“warranty, attractiveness, price, and relationship to PAC objectlves

Propulsion Alternatives:

Clean Diesel

Pros: relatively inexpensive, readily available, ease of service, predictability, engine
durability, low- sulﬁlr diesel has much reduced emissions under new 2002 Federal
Mandate. :

Cons: negatlve pubﬁc petception:of diesel, maintains reliance upon fossil fuels,
conservative approach to implementation

Bio-diesel .
Pros: compatible with existing engines, versat111ty of engine options, positive public
perception, reduces reliance on fossil fuels.

Cons: engine warranty and durab111ty issues still not well supported negligible
emissions effects, more expensive by volume, need to ma.mtam storage facility,
- maximum 20% content blend is relatively low.

Hybrid Transmissions ‘ .
Pros: improved fuel efficiency, reduced emissions, reduced noise pollution, reduces
reliance upon fossil fuels, supported by dependable manufacturers- GM and Allison
transmlssmns :

Cons: not yet readily available unproven in Sedona climate and geography, not easily
serviceable, expensive investment, questions about battery life, warranty and federal
fundlng 1SSuUEs, more expenswe

Propane ‘ ,
Pros: reduced emissions, readily available strong public support for alternative fuels.

Cons: requires larger engines, tougher to service, availability issues, more expenswe
no reduction in fossil fuel use. '
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CNG

Pros: cleaner buming with less emissions. 7
Cons: many manufacturers are divesting CNG development programs, fuel availability .
1ssues, need for expensive fueling dlstnbutlon infrastructure, cost, no reduction in |
fossil fuel use.

Coxnclusions:

Hybrid systems provide the best fit in the long-run with the community’s objectives. At
this time, too many limitations and constraints exist to make hybrid systems a practical
option for a 2005 or 2006 launch of Phase One. The report’s first choice is Clean-diesel,
because the unresolved issues constrain the use of biodiesel. Warranty compliance issues
remain that need to be addressed with both engine manufacturers and the FTA that will -
most hkely be administering the grants for bus purchases. Clean diesel with a low-sulfur,
content when combined with a new generation federally mandated engines, dramatically
improves the performance and reduces emissions. Equally important are the issues of
dependability and serviceability, which are essential when launching a new service with-
- only one reserve vehicle.

Body Types:

Trolleys

Pros: attractive, fun, consistent with Uptown theme, shown to increase ndershlp in
similar settlngs

Cons: not available with low-floor making access more difficult and slow, less
flexibility in integrating into other routes, less comfortable, smaller windows, more
expensive. -

Under 30 ft Buses _ i _
Pros: maneuverability, scaled to the:.community demands, available with low-floor
layouts, ecasy ADA accessibility, attractive and comfortable, can be less expensive to
purchase. '

-

Cons: less flexibility in specifications- window size, floor plans, door configuration-
. less choice in manufacturers, could reach capacity on circulator route.

30 ft buses
Pros: range of choice, ﬂex1b111ty of service, comfort large windows, capacity,
maneuverability, boarding and alighting ease.

Cons: greater visual 1mpact require larger engines, more expenswe than 28 foot:
buses.’ }

Recommendation:

While the PAC believes that the operational benefits of low-floor buses surpass those of
current trolley designs, the thematic draw of a trolley make.it the most desirable option for
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Sedona Transit Project: Final Report

Phase One. Community Acceptance is the number one objective of the PAC. The use of
trolleys in the highly visible Uptown district could help foster support and pride amongst
residents. Trolleys have a proven track record of attracting ridership that would not.
otherwise use public transit. Reducing obstacles to easy use for visitors is essential in
attaining successful ridership numbers. :

Therefore, this document recommends that the City Council consider engaging the public
to gamn attempt to gain a consensus choice on vehicle body type. This process can help
engender public attachment to the system. '

Phase Two

Outside of the Uptown area, the comfort and configuration advantages of low-floor buses
should be reconsidered. Longer routes will highlight the need for more comfortable
seating and scenic opportunities.
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Appendix Q Bus Stop Locations, Phase One Circulator

o] det
Hillside Galleries- . . - pedestrian : through shelter and ‘ difficult entry info the Hillside
Northbound eastside of parking lot shopping area good | good parking lot striping yes «parking lot
in front of shop : . . shelter and |, - requries coordination with
Garlands- Northbound complex shops fair poor pullout striping limited SR 179 project
Tlaquepaque- ullout on northside , . , requires coordinaltion wilh
ZOQM_UOC M_m»o, P of SR 179 shops, resort poor poor . pullout with SR 179 limited © SR 179 project and
hd siop . ' enhanced crossing
. , llout on southside : ~ coordinate with SR 179
TI . pu L . ;
mocwmnwmmuﬂo of SR 179 along shops, resort excellent fair pullout m:mwmﬂ:m:a yes Project on bus pullout along
P Tlag.wall paving Tlag. Wall
. e t location being
Jordan Ave- dedicated bus stop parking - exac .
Narthbound stop north of Jordan Uptown shops excellent , good pullout striping yes qmymﬁa_:mmqmm%@ Uptown
Apple St.- Southbound| dedicated bus stop - parking o {o tie in with pedestrian
stop south of Apple Uptown shaps mx,om__m:— fair pullout striping , yes access from municipal lot
. , . t location being
Forest Ave- dedicated bus stop . parking L exac .
Southbound Stop north of Forest Ave Uptown shops | excellent . fair puliout striping | yes amﬁmﬁs_:mmqm_.cm_h@ Uptown
o : ¢ , . '
Notes: © With the upcoming SR 179 and Uptown Enhancement Projects, exact locations and configuration may change
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Cottonwood:

Eevelic

 Appendix C: Bus @&u hoqamomm\ Phase One Cottonwood Commuter

sedona | ransit Project: Final Report

exact location to be determined with

. CATS _ through shelter and :
Waimart- East parking lot connections moon good parking lot striping yes Walmari and CATS coordination
and Westhound .
Arroyo Pinon/Dry{ in front of Kokopelli C e . . signage and requires ADOT approval- on demand
Creek- Eastbound]  suites- in traffic Kokopelii Suites good fair " street stop no drop off only
Arroyo Pinon/Dry . ) .o .
rt turn lane eastof Dry| Kokaopelli and . signage and - requires ADOT approval- on demand
Creek- Creek Rd shops good fair pullout sto limited pickup only
Westbound ) P P
Mountain -
. . . ) d
Shadows. on street in :9.: .oﬂ Hampton Inn good fair in sireet signage and limited requires ADOT approval- on deman
Bank of America stop - drop off only
Eastbound
Mountain rt turn lane in front of f ign \ m. d requires ADOT approval- on deman-
Shadows- Ham moﬁ _:ﬂ: © Hampton Inn good fair rt turn lane sig Mmu an no g mnxm_o only
Westhound P P P P
Jordan Avenue/ - Unt Sh
Uptown- dedicated bus stop mn:M(H: d dmvm axcellent od dedicated stripin s
Eastbound & north of Jordan -adging 9 bus stop- ping ¥
jobs
Westbound :
Tlaguepague- - Shops and Los : dedicated shelter and work with SR 179 project on .
Southbound dedicated bus pullout) ™ Abrigados good good bus stop pullout yes " configuration of pullout
Tlaquepaque- ullout lane Shops and Los oor oor ullout stoj shelter and 5 M%:_.M s_“_w:%m “chm_u_ﬁ%.owmm
Northbound P ‘Abrigados Po P P S1op pullout ye guration of p .
' pedestrian crossing-pu only
Radisson Poco . Work with Radisson and SR. 179
. rtt ipi .
Diablo- North and urn lane into resort good poor pullout stop- m:_.u ing and no Project on safe pullout location-
entrance signage .
Southbound . route terminus.
‘Notes: ’ With the upcoming SR 179 and Uptown Enhancement Projects, exact locations and configuration may change '
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mk&umm&.x C: Bus Stop Locations for Phase Two Main Route- VOC to West Sedona

Tequa Plaza/Hilton- P . .
Northand west msn_,mz_mw to parking I.:o:%__:m“mncm fair fair M“MVME__S m:mﬂwmﬂ:m:a yes turnaround route TBD
Southbound . @ parking pIng _ _
‘ NB-rtturn lane o _
Jack's Canyon RD downstiream of VOC outlets good fafr rt turn {ane m_m_:mmmum and yes .
intersection P ,
Jack's Canyon- SB SB-1t E.B lane . bank/ VOC good fair rt turn lane signage and no
upstream of intersection outlets . stop
Kokopelli Inn/Bell . " . ' signage and - work with SR 179 va_.moﬁ to
Rock Inn- Northbound| ™ front of m:m..__ station _oam_:m poor poor puliout stop . limited create bus stop pullout
xoxMumo___A_ __::__mm: in front to Kok _r. | lodai fai Atum lane | Signage and __.Ezm,n_ work with SR 179 Project to
ock Inn- .| in front to Kokopelli Inn _ odging air poor urn fa stop create bus stop pullout
Southbound :
Bell Rock Path’ rl turn lane into - signage and e
Trailhead-Northbound Frailhead lot . traithead good poor _.,;c:._ lane stop limited
Bell Rock Path i . . .
.oo upstream of intersection| trailhead and | ; signage and i pedesfrian ¢rossing SR 179
Traithead- light shops poor - poor rt turn lane sto none at fight to access trailhead
Southbound g , P P . g
Old Bell Rock Vista- . . . X . _umq_a:m. signage and - better sightlines at northern
Northbound 2nd trailhead vm_.x_:m lot traitheads fair poor puliout stop . limited . lot
Old Bell Rock Vista- N L . , “parking mwm:mmm and . o . |
" Southbound _u,m<ma parking puilout trailhead poor poor puflout stop no interpretive and scenic pullout
. . NB- rt turn lane. SB- - . mmm:m.@m and SB- 8:.@: pedestrian
Little Horse Trail paved shoulder trailhead fair . Uoo.. rt ES. lane 7 stop yes crossing SR 179
NB- downstream of
intersection shoulder. . . ] . _ signage and SB- tough pedestrian
c
hapel Rd SB-downstream of residential area fair poor shoulders stop n crossing SR 179
. , intersection : : .
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bad sightiines- work with SR

Appendix C: Bus Stops, Page 4-2 - Coconino County Transportation Services

xma_m_cmwhrﬂwn:o:m_mc_o mQSmOﬂMm:% ﬂ._woqmmx resort poor none rt turn lane mﬁsw_mum and no 179 Project on pullout and
P ’ - merge lane
Radisson Poco Diablo| in entranceway lane to resort fair oor it turn fane signage and no
Southbound resort : P stop "
) NB- pullout s.
NB- upstream from . . .
L A . ) - of Morgan, . work with SR 179 Project to
Morgan Road Tourist Shop. SB- . residential poor poor SB-opposite signage no create bus stop puliout
downstream of Broken _ NB
Hillside Galleries- castside of parking lot .cmammi.m: ood 0od through shelter and es difficult entry into the Hillside
Northbound P g shopping area goo g parking lot striping y parking lot
: the SR 179 project is
Hillside Galleries- west shoulder of SR :m.__mq. cor ullout ing. crossin o considering a pedestrian
Southbound 179. g o8 P none P paving. g underpass at this location to
: make viable
Garlands- . ) . i shelter and - _.mnc.:m.m coordination with SR
Northboind Oniy in front of shop complex shops fair poor pullout striping limited 179 project
Tlaquepague- - shops and Los | . dedicated bus] shelter and work with SR 179 project on
Southbound Am dicated bus pullout Abrigados good mooa stop pullout yes configuration of pullout
Tlaquepaque- ullout lane Shops and Los oor om_. ullout m__o shelter .m:o. es s.oﬁ_m._ ﬂwmﬂm.uﬂ M‘w m:ﬂ%ﬁ.ﬂm”m
Northbound P Abrigados P P P P pullout y contigur P
. , : pedestrian crossing-up only
Jordan Avenue/  |dedicated bus stop north] Uptown Shops & Nent d dedicated bus , -
Uptown- shared of Jordan and Lodging jobs excetien geo stop striping yes
Soldiers Pass Road- infrontof OId shopping center, | _, good- rt lane entry shetter and shopping | high traffic turn lane could
. . sidewalks, good i .
- Westbound Marketplace bank, residential signals _ into plaza signage center create problems




Appendix C: Bus Stop Locations for Phase Two
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Main Route- VOC to West Sedona

Sedona transit Froject. Final Report

Suites- in traffic

. i : | good- ,
Mountain Shadows E front of the Hampton { Hotel, qmmam.:m_m_. sidewaiks, | very good | rt tum lane signage no
Westbound Inn shopping, dining ) \
signals
Mountain : good-
Shadows/Northview- In front of m ank of Hampton Inn, sidewalks, | very good in-traffic signage limited few options
America shops . _
Eastbound signals
ood- .
Coffee Pot/Arco- | upstream of Coffee Pot | Basha's, high- 9 : . shopping
Westbound in Front of Arco density residential mMM”M_mx. <WQ good | ritum lane m_m:mcm center
Residential .
Sunset Walgreens o good- rtturn lane for| shelter and shopping
Eastbound In front of Walgreens ém_mhmmmmm and sidewalks good plaza signage center
- downstream of traffic Sedona _uum_,_n‘ good- ‘shelter and shopping
Rodeo- Westhound - sidewalks, good t turn lane -
sighal Plaza- Safeway N sighage center
signals
" 1 Sedona Park good- signage and | shopping
Shelby- Eastbound |upstream of traffic signal sidewalks, good rf turn lane ‘
. : Plaza- Safeway . stop center
. signals o
Blue Heron/ M : i i - .
ue . onf Moon In front of Moon Dog's mmmamﬂ_m_ areas, good- shelter and could be highly used by
Dog’s Pizza- Pizza Fairfield sidewalks good pullout signage no employees
Westbound properties : gnag *mP <
Blue Heron/ Fairfield In front of Victorian mmm.aﬂmmﬂ.wmﬂ_mamm_ ‘'good- ood t turn lane shelter and no
Inn- Eastbound Cowgirl . sidewalks g n signage.
properties
_rtturn lane for Giant, , good sianaae m,:n_
Tortilla- Westbound | downstream of Tortilla shopping -9 fair rt turn fane gnag no
. . sidewalks . stop
intersection
. Across from Giant- in . good- . sighage m,:._n_ . ; .
Tortilla- d -
artilla mmm_».co:: , traffic shopping sidewalks fair rt turn lane stop no ﬂ.mn_c:_mm ADOT approval
WB-rt turn lane
Arroyo Pinon/Dry downstream of Dry \ e . . 'signage and : requires ADOT approval- on
Creek- Creek, EB- Kokopelli | oKopelli Suites | good fair nstreet 1 giop no demand- drop off only
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Appendix C: Bus Stop Locations for Nu\_amam Two Main Route- VOC to West Sedona

WB- :_um:mmi f .
\ entrance in rt-turn lane. . _ WB-fair, SB shelter and roadway crossing difficult for
c - . - ' s . o
Medical Center SB-Upstream of medical center | WB mo,oa poor rt turn lane signage yes those with less mability
Foothills in rt turn lane -
Cultural Park/ Yavapai| Turnaround in parking College and poor- s shelter and _ s_o_,w with qwners _.o develop
good parking lot . yes high profile parking and
College lot Cultural Park graveled signage oo - :
o transit information
Notes: With the upcoming SR 179 and Uptown Enhancement Projects, exact locations and configuration may change
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Sedona Transit Plan

Sedona Transit Project: Draft of Final Report

. o
Six-Year Financial Plan - Summary s m 3. o s m T © W T
. 8
FY 05 through FY 10 .nuum h;w.mmm W WM Mm W M% mw,
Es g3ssE S 2%TEE [ 9%._8%
B m o SLEE g & Eoxa¥l o EpBER
. o E JG6EQO0 2 <=ETO0 2 <G E0E
FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 " FY 2009 FY 2010
Year0 Year 1 Year2 Year 3 Year4 Year § Year &
Actual Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected
SYSTEM EXPENSES ) :
Operations - Transit $ 56,000 | § 144,488 | $ 414991 | § 425366 | $ 1,193,636 | $ 1223477 | % 1,620,447
Qperations - Para Transit b - [ 16,054 | § 16,667 | $ 20,500 | $ - 96307 |3 L 102484 5% 124,179
Operations - Indirect Costs Both Programs . $ 8,308 | $ 18,916 | $ 57,626 | § 58523 | §° 172207 | B 177950 | 232,908
Capital Purchases - Both Programs - $ 973500 | % - $ 1,476,114 | 3 378644 |5 2334125 | % 315,741
TOTAL SYSTEM EXPENSES % 64,308 | $ 1,152,558 | 489,284 | $ 1,981,503 1 % 1,840,794 | &  3,845036 | % 2,293,275
SYSTEM REVENUES {All Programs)
Passenger Fares (on-board} 3 - $ - 3 45201 % 4920 | § 113,499 | § 1324771 % 192,818
Passenger Fares {U-Pass, C-Pass) 3 - 3 - $ 12,000 | § 16,000 { $ 320001 % 38,000 [ % 45,000
FTA Sec 5307 Formula Program (up to 50% of net operating costs)(2) ¥ - 3 - ¥ - $ - 3 - $ - 3 -
FTA Sec $307 Capital Program {up to 80% of cosis) ) $ - 3 - $ - $ - $ - $ - 3 -
FTA Sec 5309 Capital Program (up te 80% of costs) $ - $ 500,000 | § - $ 853,497 1 % 28451513 1591328 (% 252,593
FTA Sec 5311 Rural Program From ADOT (93% Capital, 50% Operating) $ - 3 347,595 | $ 106,917 | § 494,104 | § 323367 | § 581,799 | $ 371,534
LTAF . i ] $ - |3 23,390 [ $ - 13 - 1% - 13 - 18 -
Other-New Funding Sources $ - $ 10,0600 | 3 - % - $ 347000 1 % 347,000 | % 347,000
Other-Existing Mis¢ Sources . % - $ 30,000 | % 5000 | $ 28,800 [ § 21,000 | % 73000 1% 12,000
Subtotal Non-General Fund Revenues 3 - $ 910,985 | $ 128,437 | $ 1,397,320 [ § 1121382 % 27636043 1,220,946
General Fund needed fo balance the budget $ 64,308 | $ . 2415731% 360,848 | $ 584183 | § 719413 | % 1,081,433 |3 1,072,328
TOTAL SYSTEM REVENUES § 64,308 | $ 1,152,558 | § 489,284 { 3 1,881,503 | $ 1,640,794 1§ 3,845,036 § 2,293 275
REVENUE FUND BALANCE
Fund Balance $ - 3 - ] - $ - 3 - $ - $ -
FTA Section 5307 {STP, Yuma, Flex Funding, Formula Award) $ - 3 - $ - $ - $ - $ - 3 -
Section 5309 $ - $ - % 500,000 | § 386,503 | § 861,988 | $ 70,660 | $ (181,932)
Subtotal Revenue Fund Balances 3 - 3 - 3 500,000 | $ 396,503 | § 861,988 | $ 70,660 | § (181,932)
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Sedona Transit Plan: Fixed Route 3 g 28 £3 A% mM:, m (S & m 5 W 8 SE m
Costs, Revenues and Performance ‘ Fw muu. 5 B .m mAMn 5 3 H s % Nnu M 5 .nu., 8
FY 2005 - FY 2010 88583 Gz g 2 S£5% ol 823¢8
. = E M u g3 © Dnn. ] =2 53 %)
g m m r_u.. W 2 “ % =] E ﬁ W. 0 =,
TEED 3 o 2EE <3%8
, o o o =2 < a3 O &
FY2005 FY2008 FY2007 FY2008 —__FY2008 FY2010
-Year 1 Year 2 -Year3d . Year 4 Year5 - Year 6
|  Projected Projected Projected Frofected Projected Projected
Operating Data ) ] ;
Passengers . - 102,889 114,434 270,845 304,653 408,382
Revenue Vehicle Hours . ' - 7,545 7,545 20,657 20,657 26,692
Revenua Vehicle Miles ? 100,160 100,180 289,776 289,776 349,066
Passenger Fares (on-board) : $ - 2,520 2,520 102,499 120,277 179,319
Operating Cost (1) 3 144,488 | § 414991 | $ 425366 | § 1193636 | § 1,223.477 | $ 1,620,447
Indirect Costs $ 16,664 | $ 55401 | $ 56,786 | § 159,350 | $ 163,334 {$ 216,330
Performance Indicators . .
Passengers/RVH NA : 13.6 15.2 13.1 14.7 15.3
Passengers/RVM NA, 1.03 1.14 0.93 1.05 117
Operating Cost/RVH (2) ) 3 - $ 55.00 | § 56.38 | $ 5778 1% 59231 % 60.71-
Operating Cost/RVM NA $ 414 1% 425 | % 41213 422 1% 4.64
Average Fare NA % 002§ 0.02]% 038 ] % 0.39 0.44
Operating Cost/Passenger NA 3 403 | § 37213 4.41 | § 4021 9% 3.97
Subsidy/Passengar NA $ 401 | $ 3701 % 403 | 3% 362|% 3.53
Farebox Recoverty Ralic (includes agency purchases) c 0.0% 3.5% 4.4% 11.3% 12.9% 13.8%
Systemn Revenues : '
Passenger Fares (on-board) 3 - 3 25201 % 2,520 102,499 | § 120,277 F$ 179,319
Passenger Fares (Corporale) . 3 12,000 | $ 16,000 320001 % 38,0001 % 45,000
-FTA Sec 5307 Forimula Program (Up to 50% of net operating costs){1} $ - 3 - $ - . - $ - 3 -
FTA Section 5311 Rural Program Through ADOT $ 63,000 | $ 100,000 | § 105,000 265,000 | $ 275,000 [.$3 320,000
LTAF il-Coconine County , $ 19540 | § - 3 - - $ - 3 -
LTAF Il-Sedona . $ 3850 (% - 13 - - 1% - 1% -
Other-Mew Funding Sources (Parking) 3 - $ - $ 347,000 | $ 347000 | § 347,000
Other-Exisling Misc Sources (Adverlising] 3 - $ S000(% 10,000 | % 11000]% 12,000
Subtotal Non-General Fund Revenues $ F $ 903,319
i e P &2
Generat Fund 595,534

SRR ra
$ 1,352,986

R

470,300

Total System Revenue
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Costs, Revenues and Performance Eo s ) < S SIS %
FY 2004 through FY 2010 S c s = e~ o g
& =, s o Q
..m Wv = c c X
IS S 3% 2 8
& 2 ] o o
& S 2 2
FY2005 FY2006 FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year &
Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected
Oumam::m_ Data
Passengers (1) - 1,000 1,200 5,500 6,100 6,750
Revenue Vehicle Hours - 7 ) 333 400 1,833 2,033 2,250
Revenue Vehicle Miles ? 2,500 3,000 13,750 15,250 16,875
Passenger Fares (on-board) 3 $ 2,000 % 2400 | % 11,000 | $ 12,200 | $ 13,500
Operating Cost 3 16,054 | $ 16,667 | $ 20,500 | $ 96,307 {$ 109,484 | § 124,179
Indirect Costs % 1,852 | % 22251 % 2737 | § 12,857 | § 14,616 | $ 16,578
Performance Indicators
Passengers/RVH NA 3.6 » 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Passengers/iRVM NA - 0.40 0.40 0.40 (.40 0.40
Operating Cost/RVH NA $ 50001 % 51251 % 5253 | % 5384 | % 56.19
Operating Cost/RVM NA $ BB7|$ 6.83 | % 7.0013% 718 | % 7.36
Average Fare NA 3 2001 % 200 % 2001 % 200]% 2.00
Operating Cost/Passenger NA $ 16.67 1 % 17.08 | $ 17511 % 17.95 | $ 18.40
Subsidy/Passenger NA $ 1467 | % 15.08 | $ 1551 % 15951 % 16.40
Farebox Recovery Ratio (includes agency purchases) NA 12.0% 11.7% 11.4% 11.1% 10.9%
System Revenues - _ .
Passenger Fares (on-board) ) $ - 3 2000135 24001 % 11,000 | $ 12,200 | $ 13,500
Passenger Fares {Corporate) i $ - % - % - $ - $ - $ -
FTA Sec 5307 Formula Program (up to 50% of net operating costs)(1)
FTA Section 5311 Rural Program Through ADOT 3 - 3 6,917 1 § 8508 1|% 39,967 | $ 45436 | § 51,534
LTAF |I-Coconino County $ - $ - $ - 3 - 3 - ) -
LTAF II-Sedona $ - $ - 3 - 3 - 3 P K N
Other-New Funding Sources (Parking) . $ - $ - $ - $ - 3 - 3 -
Other-Existing Misc Sources (Advertising) $ - |'$ - 5 - $ - 5 - 5 -
Subtotal Non-General Fund Revenues $ $ b m 13
%

53 5

.ﬂow Am

._ML Aoo

e

Ko ﬁmw
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Sedona Traasit Plan
Capital Plan - Summary

Transit and Para-Transit Estimated- :
FY2005 FY2006 FYzo07 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 TOTAL
EXPENSES Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 ‘Year 5 Year 6
30 1. Transit Buses/ Trallays % R 3|3 - $ 4% 113 3% 1 12
’ 3 Expansion . 4 Expansion 1 Expansion 3 Expansion 1 Expansion
] 825,000 $ -1 8 1,165,688{ $ 286,1441 & 682,708] $ IN,137 | % 3,270,677
Light Duty Vans ] 11 8 : -1 8 2] 8 -8 11 % - 4
] G8,500) & ) -13 T40,426[ $ ' -8 75,611] % Lo i 284 537
Vehicle Rehab (paint, engine & iransmission) Nene ’ ) "o 3 B
: : 3 - - s K - |s - 13 L - 18 -
Signs, poles, curb pakting and instal 5 illurninated signs 50 20 iltuminated signs 10 iluminated signs 6 illuminated signs 2 iflurninated signs 69 ftuminated signs
3 10,000 [ $ - 3 44,000 | 5 23,000} % : 13,806 | $ 4,604 1§ 95,410
Shelters, pads & installation 5 1] 10 : 5 5 0% : 25
3 50,000 | $ - ki 114,000 | $ 59500 % 62,000 | § - 3 223,500
Miscellaneous equipment Computers, Radios, 30 Computers, Software 30 Facility Purchase HE -
. $ 200001% - 5 22000 (% - $ 1,500,000 3. - 3 1,542,000
TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENSES § 973,500 | § - $ © 1,476,114 | § 378,644 | § 2,334,125 | § 315741 | § 2,828,268
REVENUES
FTA Sec 5307 Formula (80% Federal-20% local) 3 - 5 - ] - 3 - E - 5 - $ -
FTA Sec 5308 Formula {(80% Federal-20% local) . % 500,000 { $ - 5 853,497 { % 2845148 | 9 1,591,328 | § 252593 [ § 3,481,932
FTA Sec 5311 Rural Transit (93% Federal - 7% local) 13 284,595 | § - 3 380,596 { $ 15,400 | 3 261363 | % - 3 944,954
Other-New Funding Saurces : 3 10,000 | § . - $ , - |8 e $ - |8 - |8 10,000
Other-Existing Misc Sources 5 30,000 | § - 5 22800 | % 14,000 | § 62,000 | % - % 125,800
Subtotal Non General Fund Revenues 3 824595 [ & - - 3 1,256,893 | § 313915 | § 1,974,691 | $ 252,593 | $
s X% 1 1 4 Jii : e A S I s 353 YRR
‘General Fund $ 148,905 | $ s 21921 [ 3 64729 | 3 418,434 | § 83,148 { 3 915,437
TOTAL REVENUES 3 973500 (% - % 1,476,114 | § 378,644 | 3 2334125 | & INB7411% 5,478,124
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Sedona Transit Plan

Capital Plan - Signage Costs and Program Wmcm-:._mm

Transil and Para-Transit

FYZ005

FY2006

[Inftation Factor

Appendix D-5: Coconino County Transporlation Services

FY2007 FY2008 FY2009 FY2010 TOTAL
EXPENSES Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6
Signs, poles, ourb painting and installation 5 filuminated signs 20 iluminated signs 10 iliuminated signs & illuminated signs 2 illuminated signs 43 liminated Signs
3 10,000 - $ 44,000 | & 23,000 $ 3,806 | § 4604 | § 95,410
REVENUES . !
FTA Sec 5307 Formula (0% Federal-20% local) 3 B - 5 - 3 :
FTA Sec 5309 Formula (80% Federal-20% jacal) $ 8,000 - E 35,200 3 3,683 46,883
FTA Sec 5311 Rural Transit (93% Federal - 7% local) g - 3 - 3 18,400 3 . 11,045 [ - 18,400
Other-New Funding Sources £ . - E - ] - |3 - 3 - $ -
Other-Existing Misc Sources - E . - 3 j - I3 - 15 - 3 -
Subtotal Non General Fund Revenues ] 8,000 ] ] 8400} § 11,045 1 5 3683 | % 41,128
. hEioihoss 7 T S
General Fund 3 ) 3 3 s
TOTAL REVENUES [ 10,000 T$ - % 44,000 TS 23.000]% 13,606 [ § 4604 [5 95,410
Estimated Unit Costs/Year
|Bus Stop Signs, Poles and Installalion (casl per sile) [ 2,000 § 2,100 § 2,200 [ & 23003 23013 2,302 |



Sedona Transit Plan

Capital Plan - Gosts for shelters/pads and v-om_...._a Revenues
Transit and Para-Transil

. FY 2085

FY 2006

Fy 2008

FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2010 TOTAL
EXPENSES - Year1 + Year2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6
Shelters, pads & instaliation . 5 0 L 5 5 0 25
$ 50000 | § $ 114,000 | § 59,500 | $ 62,000 | § 5 285,500
REVENUES
FTA Sec 5307 Formula (B0% Federal-20% local) ] - ] -
FTA Sac 5309 Formula (80% Federal-20% local) 3 3 91,200 | § 47,600 3 138,800
FTA Sec 5311 Rural Transit {93% Federal - 7% local) 3 - g - 3 - ¥ -
Other-New Funding Sources-Private Contributions % . : 10,000
Other-Existing Misc Sources-PLHP and other projecis 5 ] 228001 % 11,000 | § 62,000 | $ 3 125,800
m:ERm_ Non General Fund Revenues 3 3 ja occ 3 58,600 | § 52,000 | $ 3 274,600
2 2 S5 % "" 2 & e B 5 .Hmu.,m\...h&.. ; DR
mm:m_.m_ mcsn 3 3 g
TOTAL REVENUES -{% $ 134000 [ § 53,500 [ § 62,000 [ % 1K 285,500 |
Estimated Unit Costs/Year .
[Shetters , pads installation {cost per sig) | $ 10400 [ ¥ 10,900 [ § 11,460 % 11,900 [ § 12400 [ § 12,506 |

[Inflation Factar

Notes
Private Contributions to help build shellers might be in-kind donations
Year 5 new sheller reguiraments on National Forest sites, look for PLHP furding
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Sedona Transit Plan
Capital Plan - Misc Costs
Transit and Para-Transil

FY29a5

FY2008 FY2007 Fyzoos FY2009 FY2010 TOTAL
EXPENSES Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6
Miscellaneous equipment Computers, Radios, Computers; Software Facility Purchase
$ 20,000 T 22000( % - $ 1,500,000 | § ’ 5 1,542,000
REVENUES )
FTA Sec 5307 Formula (0% Federal 20% focal) 5 K $ -
FTA Sec 5309 Fermula (80% Federal-20% local) 5 17600 (% - 3 1,200,000 T 1,217,600
FTA Sec 5311 Rural Transt (03% Federal - 7% logal) 5 § BN E A 5 _* 12,090
Other-New Funding Sources 3 - 3 - - 3 -
Other-Existing Misc Sources ] - 3 3 -
Subtotal Non General Fund Revenues 3 176800 1 % [3 1,229,690
; R 7 S
General Fund 3 4400 1 § 3 12,310
_._.O,_.>P REVENUES ] 22000 | % S 1,500,000 _ 5 3 42,000

|Inftation Factar

Appendix 0-7: Coconino County Transportation Services




Sadona Transit Plan :
Capltal Plan - Vehicle Costs and Program Revanuas

Fixed Route , ,
. . FY2005 FY2008 Fyzoos TOTAL
EXPENSES . Yeay 1 Yoar 2 Year 4 -
30 fi. Transit Buses/ Trollevs 3 Madivm Dt Translt uses {0 Mardium Mite Transit uses (4 Mamiom Mube Transit uses |5 Medum Ot Transit 1sas |3 Madum Dy Fransit Usas |1 Madien Dty Transit tises |12 Medium s de Transil ises
825,000 5 - % 1,155,688 | § 286,144 ¢ § 682,708 | § 311,137 | $ 3,270,677

REVENUES
FTA Sec 5307 Formula (80% Federal-20% local) 3 - - - - - 3 - L
FTA Sec 5309 Formula (80% Federal-20% local) 5 492,000 - 3 709,497 236915 | % 391,328 | § 248,910 | ¢ 2,078,649
FTA Sec 5311 Rural Transit (93% Federal - 7% local) 208,800 - 250,000 - . 180,000 : 638,800
Other-New Funding Sources - - B - - 3 - E: -
Olher-Exfsting Misc Sources [ - 3 N - - - 3 B 3 -
Subtotal Non General Fung Revenues H 700,800 | § 671,328 245310 | § 2,717,443

Q.m:mqm_ Fund

RO

196,191

TOTAL REVENUES

1,155,685

$ 296144 [ §

682,708

EEENEYE I 3,270,677
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Sedona Transit Plan
. Capital Plan « Vehicle Costs and Program Revenues

Paratransit

EXPENSES

Fyzoos
Year 1

*’:nz Duty Vans

1_ 1 Light Duty Vans

$ 68,500

FY2006
Year 2
0 Lght Duty Vans
3

FY2007
Year3

2 Light Duty Viens

$

! Fy2008
Yeard
0 Light Duty Vans
140,426 | §

FY2003
Year 5

1 Light Duty Vans

3

. 75,611

0 Light Duty Vans

Fy2010 TOTAL
Year 5 °

4 Light Duty Vans

REVENUES

- H#REFI

FTA Sec 5307 Formula {86% Federal-20% locai)
FTA Sec 5308 Formuta {80% Federal-20% local)

FTA Sec 8311 Rural Transit {93% Federal - 7% local)

Other-Mew Funding Sources

63,705

130,686 | $

70,348

Other-Existing Misc Sources

mch,m_Zozmm:m_.m_mc:n_mm<m=:mw
e Feres %

General Fund
TOTAL REVENUES

3 66,500 | §

140,426 | 5

75611 | 5
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Vehicle mmu_mnmr_m_.; _u_.m_:
Mouniain Line

Sedona Transit Plan: Bus Replacement Costs

,<mm_.o

Notes:

HNotes:

Notes:

Year 1 Year2 .
Fleet as of 6/30/04 Fleet as of 6/30/05 Fleet as of 6/30/06 Fle
Unit # Year Type Unit # Year Type Unit# Year Type Unit# Year
mx_w.:.:m Units RedLine Existing Units Rediine
100 . 2005 30 ft trolley 160 2005
. 101 2005 30 ft trolley 104 2005
102 2005 30 ft trolley , 162 2005
, ‘ : Estimated . -
FY2005 * New Units Estimated Gost|FY 2006 New Units Cost FY 2006 MNew Units Estimated Cost [FY2007 New Units
100 2005 30 ft trolley $275,000 ’ 103 2007
101 2005 30 ft trolley -$275,000 104 2007
102 2005 30 ft trelley $275,000 105 2007
106 2607
) 3
Tolal New Vehicles 0 30 Total New Vehicles 3 $825,000 [Total New Vehicles 0 50 Total New Vehicles
Total of vehicles 0 Total of vehicles 3 Total of vehicles 3 Total of vehicles
Notes:
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............. PINELALO ALI Y S

Vehicle Replacement Plan
Mountain Line

Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6
et as of 6/30/07 Figet as of 6/30/08 Fleet as of 6/30/09 Fleet as of 6/30/10
Type Unit # Year . Type Unit # Year Type . Unit# Year Type
Existing Units RedLing Existing Units Redline Existing Units RedLine
30 ft trolley 100 2005 30 it trolley 100 2005- 30 ft trolley 100 2005 30 ft trolley
30 ft trolley 101 2005 30 ft trolley 101 2005 30 ft trolley ' 101 2005 30 ft {rolley
30 ft trolley 102 2005 30 ft trolley 102 2005 30 ft trolley 102 2005 30 ft trolley
103 T 2007 30 fi. busitrolley 103 2007 30 f. bus/trolley 103 2007 31 ft. bus/trolley
104 2007 30 fi. bus/trolley 104 2007 30 it. busftrolley 104 2007 3G ft. busftrolley
105 2007 30 ft. bus/trolley 105 2007 30 it, bus/trolley 105 2007 30 ft, busfrolley
06" 2007 30 it. bus/troliey 106 2007 30 fi. busitrofiey 106 2007 30 ft. bus/irolley
107 2008 30 ft. busitrolley 107 2008 30 ft. bus/irelley
108 2009 30 ft bus/trolley
109 2009 30 It busftrolley
} N - 110 2009 Cutaway
Estimated Eslimated
Estimated Cost [FY2008 New Units . Estimated Cost [FY2008 New Units Cost FY2019 New Units Cost
30 ft. busfrolley $288,922 107 2008 30 ft, busfirolle $296, 144 108 2009 30 ft bus/trolley $303,549 111 ' 2010 30 ft. busitrolley $311,137
30 ft. busfrolley $288,922 109 2009 30 ft busftrolley $303,549 - .‘
30 ft, busfirolley $388,522 110 2009 Cutaway $75,610
30 fi. bus/trolley $288,922 .
4 $1,155,688 Total New Vehicles 1 $296,144 Total New Vehicles 3 $682,708 . Total New Vehicles 1 $311,137
7 Total of vehicles H] Total of vehicles 11 Total of vehicles - 12

Hotes:

Notes:
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Vehicle xmuhmomﬂ._._m_._" _u_.m:
VanGo

Sedona Transit Plan:
Van Replacement Costs
EXISTING

Appendix D-11; Coconino County .ﬁasmwozmzoa m.m?._omm

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
Fleet as of 6/30/04 . ‘Fleet as of 6/30/05 Fleet as of 6/30/06 Fleet as of 6/30/07
Unit# Year Mode! Unit# . Year Type Unit # Year Type Unit# Year Type
Existing Units Existing Units Existing Units , Existing Units
i} 0 5§ -Year Light Duty - 501 _ 2005 5 -Year Light Duty 501 2005 § -Year Light Duty
. Estimated . Estimated
New Units FYz200n4 New Units FY 2005 Cost New Unils FY 2006 Cost New Units FY 2007 :
501 2005 5 -Year Light Duty $68,500 502 2007 5- Year Light Duty
. ' - 503 2007 5- Year Light Duty
Total New Vans Q Tolal for New Vehicles 1 $68,500 Total for New Vehicles [} 50 Total for New Vehicles 2
Total of vehicles 0 Total of vehicles 1 . Total of vehicles - 1 Total of vehicles 3
Notes: Notes: Notes: Notes:




<mzo_m Mmmmnmama Plan
VanGo .

PR G T L ¥ e

Yeard Year 5 Year &
Flaet as of 6/30/08 Fleet as of 6/30/09 Fleet as of 6/30/10
Unit # Year Type Unit # Year Type Unit # Year Type
Existing Units Existing Units Existing Unils
504 2005 5 -Year Light Duty 501 2005 5 -Year Light Duty 5014 2005 5.-Year Light Duty
502 2007 5- Year ".EJH Duty 502 2007  5-Year Light Duty - 502 2007  5-Year Light Duty
503 2007 §- Year Light Duty 503 2007 6 -Year Light Duty 503 2007 5 -Year Light Duty
504 | 2011 |S-YearlightDuty -
Estimated Estimated . Estimated Estimated
Cost New Units FY 2008 Cost New Units FY 2009 Cost New Units FY 2010 Cost
$70,213 i 504 2014 5-Year Light Duty 575,611
570,213 . :
$140,426 Total for New Vehicles 0 $0 Total for New Vehicles i 575,611 Total for New Vehicles 0 30
Total of vehicles 3 Total of vehicles 4 Total of vehicles . 4
Notes: Notes: Notes:
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Sedona Transit Plan )
Fund Balance Projections
FY2004 through FY 2010

.\.ﬁmzma m:Q Para- ﬁxmzma

General Fund Needed For Q.umqm:o_._m

mma 962

....wﬁ.. 52

mma mmh

mm._ mmm

FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010
Year 1 Year 3 Year 4 Year § Year & Year 7
Profected Projected FProfecled Projected Projected Projected

General Fund Needed For Capital

$ $
$ ' ._Lm_m_um $ : - $

219221

54,729

419,434

mw.._nm

ﬂoﬁ_ General Fund Required for ._.qm_._m ortation ﬂmomqmam

$ . NA,_ m.___m

719,413

>..=o_._3 from Capital mmmmém & m:._m:.“_m_._% Account quEmn to um_m:nm acamﬂ @ $ - ¥ - $ - ¥ -

Remaining Balance (if any) $ - $ - $ - $ -

Capital Reserve and Emergency Account (2)

Previous Balance 3 - 3 - 3 - 3 - $ - $ -
Added this year $ - 3 - $ - 3 - 3 - 3 -
Less amount fransferred to balance budget (4} $ - $ - $ - $ - 3 - $ -
New Balance 3 - 3 - k3 . 3 - 3 - 3 -

Notes:
{1} Year 1 figure equals $7? From City and 77 From fund 1416 Coconino County

{2} No such accounts exist but may be created in the future to improve program cash flow mwm_u_._@ and contingency response
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Sedona Transit Plan

FTA §307 Revenue Projections (Suitable for Operating and Capital under Federal reguiations)

Through FY 2010 \ '
Transit and Para-Transit

PRODa0n
S

FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010
. Yeari Year 2 Year 3 " Yeard Year 5 Year 6
Projectad Projected - Projected Projected Profected Projacted

9307 Grant needed for Capital

Total 5307 Grant required for Transportation Programs

e e 0
5 K B %

Amount from Capital Reserve & Emergency Account returned to batance budget

Remaining Balance (if any)

Notes:
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Sedona Transit Plan

FTA 5309 Reventie _u_émn:o:m {Suitable for Oum_.m::m and Omu;m_ under _umnm_.m_ SmEmnozm,
through FY 2010

Transit and hmwm ﬂwmsm; : )

e
e ,."%3 i

D0 O aps Ot

e

T

284,515 m Amm: wmm m

FY2005 ~ FY2008 FY2007 "FY2008 FY2009 FY2010
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year § Year 6
' Prajocted Projected Projected Projected Projected Projected
moo ooo wwm 503

wmm mwm

Amount _\B_..._ Omn__m_ mmmm?.m & m:_mam_._nw >nno:3 BEz._ma 8 balance _En_mmﬁ

Remaining Balance {if any} . $ -

500,000

396,503

851,988

(181,932)
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Sedona Transit Plan .
FTA 5311 Revenue Projections {Suitable for Operating and Capital under mmnmqm_ 3uc_mro=£ ,

FY2004 through FY 2010
Transit and Para-Transit

FY2005 FY2006 FYao07 FY2008 FY2009 ~FY2010
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year &
Projected Projected Projectad Projected Projecled Projected
m

5311 Grant needed for Capital . . aw Shdnon 3 18 J00 15 Lo m
5311 Grant needed for Operating . 3 63,000 § 106,917 3 113,508 3% 304967 % wmo‘nmm 3 371534
b ArSos ]S T069T7|§ avaioals 3m3671S 581709 ¥ 371534

Aoﬁm_ mm: Oasﬁ re cqmn for ﬁm:m o;mn_os va rams

.\ g
R

- 5 -
P -

Amount from Cap nm“ mmmm?_m & mamam:nv\ Account returned to balance budgst $
Remaining Balance (if any}
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Sedona Transit Project: Finaf Report

Comments Record from Public Forum and Newsletter

Comments recorded and received at the Shuttle Project Open House, May 12-13,
2004 _

“Circulator Vehicle should be just for Phase One, Hillside-Uptown. Adding Cottonwood
Extension would bump-the stakes and defeat the system. How many vehicles necessary to
run Cottonwood- Just 28 seats? Not enough to encourage ridership. Keep Phase One as
“Circulator only.

e o sk vk ok

I believe that the Shuttle Project in Sedona is long overdue. I would like to see it work
- and be profitable. The project seems to be headed in the right direction. If there 18
anything I can do to help, do not hesitate to ask. I can also help with the speczal services
as ] am disabled.

s sk ok ok ok

“The City is growing. I think that now is the time to implement a public transit system
before it is too late, too expensive to implement. The best Way to deal with change is to
embrace it. It is not a matter of lf but of when.”

ook sk

“Shut down Oak Creek Canyon except for residents and commuters. Make tourist use a
shuttle.”

s ok

“Keep Movmg on this. Sedona needs a shuttle system as well as other way of movmg
people.” :

& ok o e ok

“Give the money to Gator and let him run it”

st s ek ) )

- “1. Find a place or places for private enterprise shuttles within the planmng

. 2. Provide openings for “free” volunteer 1nd1v1dua1 or small van services to contribute
feeder of individualized trlps : :

L ekl

“My only comment is that I wish the Shuttle Project could be 1mp1emented earlier than
planned. Anything to alleviate traffic congestion would be helpful.”

ok ok .
“This appears to be quite a worthwhile project if costs are kept to a reasonable level. As a
resident of Oak Creek T would definitely be a frequent user. I think that the commerciat
gallery loop would be very attractive to tourists and could greatly limit traffic.”
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Sedona Transit 'Proiect: Final Report '

*ok ek
Comments collected via phone and email from the May newsletter

“Referring to a recent mailing concerning implementation of a shuttle system in Sedona,
this is to go on record that I completely and torally gbject to consideration for
TAXPAYERS to subsidize funding for such a project, be it from federal, state, and/or

- local entities. :

Although not publicized, it's my understanding that some local resorts already provide
shuttle service for employees living out of the area.

Although a shuttle for tourists would no doubt be beneficial, I strongly urge for it to be

implemented as a private enterprise. As far as being advantageous for the elderly and

disabled, I don't think so! How can the elderly and/or disabled walk a mile to the

highway, go shopping, and then unload and carry packages back to their original

destination? I don't know of a retirement facility that doesn't already prov1de
transportation for their own residents.

- If, in Sedona, the plan is to create another form of tax on our already overburdened

. assessments, it will be a fatal blow for many of us on fixed incomes who, regardiess of

* what you say, will NOT realize any positive effects from this system. Quite to the
contrary, it will mean another financial hardship to make ends meet as expenses continue
to rise. - :

Please, cease and desist fmm pUrsUing a pubhc funded shutile system. Leave it in the
hands of the przvate sector.” '

ek

“I am very pleased to see Sedona look into this kind of transportation system to alleviate
future congestion and provide service to our community. One main concern I have is the
kind of fuel used by these proposed busses. If diesel is to be the fuel, the odor and visible
pollution are definite drawbacks, especially in enclosed areas like the canyon and even
along our main transit roads. ‘
Several years ago, I visited the San Diego Zoo with my family and when the busses came
by along the narrow roads adjacent to walking paths, I was braced for the fumes and
possible resultant headaches. I was so very pleased to find they used natural gas;

odorless and without any trace in the air. _
I am hopeful that we will have the same consciousness here in choosing the transport and
fuel that will continue to enhance our lifestyle.”

Kk kE

“I just recetved a copy of The Sedona Shuttle Project. Hurray!!! I am totally and
absolutely completely in favor of this idea! Please keep moving ahead plan it well, and
let's get it going!!”
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Sedona Transit Project: Final Report

ok e sfe oo

“Yes, Yes!
Sedona 1s greatly in need of a public transport system.
Please proceed with this project as quickly and efficiently as possible.”

e ol ofe sk ok

“As an active senior, newly moved to Village of Oak Creek, [ am very much mterested in
promotional efforts for a shuttle system.
One reason that T chose The Estados (corner of Verde Valley School Rd & 179) is that

it is walking distance to bank, post office, groceries and a bookstore in the Outlet

Center. Although I have driven for more than 50 years (100% safety record), I decided to
sell my car when I moved to Sedona month from California. However I am too far from
the Sedona Library, the Senior Center, the Art Center and a number of other Sedona 89A
venues that I can reach only by taxi or the Gator's Shuttle. Considering the amount of
traffic on 179, surely there is a need for regular public transport services between the two
sections of this lovely Sedona community.”

& ok ok o ok

“Please be advised that [ do not support public transportation in Sedona. Sedona already
‘hasa prlvate shuttle service, and the City should not be competmg with private
business. ¢

“Also, with regard to subsidizing public transit, T am vehemently opposed to creating any
more debt for Sedona than it currently has. With interest rates on the rise and
bankruptcies, homeowner mortgage debt, credit card debt, corporate debt, the national
debt, the trade deficit, etc., all at record highs, it is time for the City to tighten its belt and
forego new, expensive projects. Furthermore, as we all know, the Federal government is
unreliable when it comes to consistent financial support. It is cutting back on funding for
the states and other entitics--this is not a good 51 gn for pubhc transportation in the years
to come.

I find subsidized projects like the Sedona Shuttle truly scary. The next thing we know,
Sedona residents may very well be seeing the advent of a city property tax.”
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